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NOTICES 


FEDERAL  ENERQY  ADMINISTRATION 
ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intention  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Powerplants 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (PEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention 
to  issue  Prohibiticm  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  section  2  (a) 
and  (b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination  Act  of  1974,  as 
ame’-ded  (ESECA),  and  Chapter  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CFR),  Parts 
303  and  305  to  the  following  powerplants; 


Docket  Owner  Oeueratiiip  station  Unit  No.  Location 

No. 


OFU-07.'> 

OFU-076 

oru-077 

OFU-078 

OFU-OTO 

OFU-dsn 

OFU-084 

OFU-OS'i 

OFr-092 

OFU-OOS 

OFU-om 

0FU^)95 

OFr-096 

OFU-099 

OFU-lOO 

OFU-101 


New  Enirland  Electric  Syslem/New  Brayton  Point . 
England  Power  f'o. 

_ _ do . . . do . 

_ do _ _ _ do . . 

. do . Salem  Harbor.. 

_ do _ _ _ do. 


_ do . do . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates/Montaup  Somerset . 

Electric  Co. 

Northeast  Utilities, 'Holyoke  Water  Mount  Tom . 

Power  Co. 

N«wtlMast  UUlitie&/Hartlord  Electric  Middletoan . 

Light  Co. 

_ do _ do . . 

_ do . do . 

Northeast  Utilities  Connecticut  Light  &  Norwalk  Harlxir... 
Power  Co. 

_ ..do _ do . 

United  Illuminating  Co . Bridgeport  Harlior. 

_ do _ _ - . ..do . . 

. do . . . do . 


1  Somerset,  Mass. 

2  Do. 

3  Do. 

1  Salem,  Mass. 

2  Do. 

3  Do. 

8  Somerset,  Mass. 

1  Holyoke,  Mass. 

1  Middletown, 

Conn. 

2  Do. 

3  Do. 

1  Norwalk,  (Toon. 

2  Do. 

1  Bridgeport,  Ckiim. 

2  Do. 

3  Do. 


FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the 
opportunity  for  oral  and  writtai  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding;  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Orders. 

The  proposed  turders  would  prohibit 
the  al^e-named  powerplants  from 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  to  a  powerplant,  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and  305.3 

(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the  pow¬ 
erplant  had  the  capability  and  necessary 
plant  equipm«it  to  bum  coal  as  of  June 
22,  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order  may  not  be 
issued  unless  FEA  can  find  that  the  pro¬ 
hibition  of  the  utilization  of  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  a  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source  is  practicable  and  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  ESECA,  that  coal 
and  coal  transportation  facilities  will  be 
available  during  the  period  the  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  will  be  in  effect,  and  that  the 
prohibition  will  not  impair  the  reliabil¬ 
ity  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the 
powerplant.  FEIA’s  proposed  findings,  as 
well  as  its  proposed  conclusions  and  ra¬ 
tionale  with  respect  to  these  findings, 
for  each  powerplant  are  set  out  in  the 
Appendix  to  this  notice.  These  findings, 
conclusions  and  rationale  may  be 
amended  as  a  result  of  comments  re¬ 
ceived  by  FEA  pursuant  to  this  notice 
and  other  information  available  to  FEA. 
The  findings,  conclusions  and  rationale 
will  be  included,  with  any  amendments, 
for  each  Pn^ibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

Upon  ccxnpletkm  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  PEA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  some 
or  all  of  the  above-named  powerplants. 
These  Prohibition  Orders  will  not  be¬ 
come  effective,  however,  until  (1)  either 
(a)  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  noti¬ 
fies  the  FEA,  in  accordance  with  Section 
119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  that 


the  powerplant  is  able  to  bum  coal  and 
to  comity  with  all  applicable  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control  requirements  without  a  com¬ 
pliance  date  extension  under  Section  119 

(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b)  if  such  notifica¬ 
tion  is  not  given  by  EPA.  the  date  that 
the  Administrator  of  EPA  certifies,  pur¬ 
suant  to  Secti(m  119(d)(1)(B)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  is  the  earliest  date  that 
the  powerplant  will  be  able  to  comply 
with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  Section  119  of  that  Act, 
and  (2)  F^A  has  considered  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  impact  of  the  order,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  10  CFR  208.3(a)(4)  and  305.9, 
and  has  served  the  affected  powerplant 
w'ith  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  10  CFR  303.10(b),  303.37(b) 
and  305.7.  The  date  the  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  will  be  ^ective  will  be  stated  in  the 
Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

10  cm  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to 
a  powerplant,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  environmental  Impact  of 
the  issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  That  analysis  shall  result  in  either 
(1)  Issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  not,  if  made  ef¬ 
fective  by  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness.  be  likely  to  have  a  significant 
Impact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  en¬ 
vironment,  or  (2)  the  preparation  by 
FEA  of  an  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  covering  significant  site-specific 
impacts  that  are  likely  to  result  from  the 
Prohibition  Order  and  that  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Statement  (EES  75-1, 
dated  April  25,  1975)  or  in  other  official 
documents  made  publicly  available.  If 
FEA  prepares  an  environmental  impact 
statement  covering  significant  site-spe¬ 
cific  impacts  resulting  from  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order,  the  statement  shall  be  pre¬ 
pared  and  published  for  comment  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Section  102(2)  (C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 


1969  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Ef¬ 
fectiveness.  Interested  persons  may  re- 
quest  a  public  hearing  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  303.173  to  comment  on  the  contents 
of  a  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment.  With  respect  to  comments  regard¬ 
ing  ^ny  impact  on  air  quality  that  might 
result  from  a  proposed  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der,  however,  it  should  be  recognized 
that  ESECA  has  assigned  to  EPA  the 
primary  responsibility  for  analyzing  the 
effect  of  any  such  order  on  the  Nation’s 
air  quality  and  for  determining  the  ap- 
plicaUe  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments  that  apply  to  the  powerplant  that 
has  been  issued  an  order.  It  is  expected 
that,  in  almost  every  case,  a  powerplant 
to  which  a  Prohibition  Order  is  issued 
will  be  eligible  to  apply  to  EPA  for  a  com¬ 
pliance  date  extension.  In  connection 
with  that  application,  EPA  must  also 
provide  an  opportunity  for  written  com¬ 
ment  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  by  interested  per¬ 
sons.  Enclosed  with  the  Notice  of  Effec- 
•  tiveness  may  be  a  compliance  reporting 
schedule  to  insure  that  the  powerplant 
will  be  able  to  comply  with  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  of  the  burning  of  natural  gas  or  pe- 
tr(^eum  products  as  a  primary  energy 
source  on  the  effective  date  specified  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Public  cmnment  on  the  proposals  to  is¬ 
sue  Prohibition  Orders  to  the  power- 
plants  listed  above  is  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of 
data,  views,  and  arguments.  Comments 
should  relate  to  individual  docket  num¬ 
bers  and  should  make  clear  to  which 
docket  number  the  individual  comment 
is  addressed. 

Comments  should  address  (1 )  the  ade- 
quacv  and  validity  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings,  (2) 
the  environmental  impact  of  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  including 
any  site-specific  environmental  impacts, 
and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or  Impacts  of 
the  proposed  Prohibition  Order  believed 
to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  (c)  and 

(d) ,  FEIA  hereby  announces  that  a  public 
hearing  to  receive  oral  presentation  of 
data,  views,  and  arguments  of  Interested 
persons  in  the  proposed  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  will  be  held  beginning  at  9:00  a.m. 
on  May  10-12,  1977,  at  the  Park  Plaza 
Hotel,  Room  436,  Park  Square,  Boston, 
Massachusetts  02142.  Any  person  who 
has  an  Interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
hearing  or  who  is  a  representative  of  a 
group  or  class  of  persons  which  has  an 
interest  in  the  subject  of  the  hearing 
may  make  a  written  request,  or  a  verbal 
request  if  confirmed  in  writing,  for  an 
opportunity  to  make  an  oral  presenta¬ 
tion.  That  request  should  be  directed  to 
Richard  Meister,  FEIA  Region  1,  150 
Causeway  Street,  Boston,  Massachusetts 
02114,  617-223-3701.  The  request  should 
be  received  before  4:30  p.m.,  Tuesday. 
May  3,  1977.  The  request  should  describe 
the  person's  interest  in  the  issue(s)  in¬ 
volved;  if  appropriate,  it  should  state 
why  the  person  is  an  appropriate  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  group  or  class  of  per¬ 
sons  which  has  such  an  interest;  it 
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should  give  a  concise  summary  of  the 
proposed  oral  presentation  and  a  phone 
number  where  the  pers<xi  may  be  con¬ 
tacted  through  May  9,  1977.  Speakers 
will  be  contacted  by  an  FEA  representa¬ 
tive  before  4:30  p.m..  ITiursday,  May  5. 
1977,  and  should  submit  ten  (10)  copies 
of  their  oral  presentation  if  possible,  un¬ 
less  such  presentation  is  less  than  five 
(6)  pages,  in  which  case  only  one  copy 
is  required,  to  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional 
Administrator,  Federal  Elnergy  Admin¬ 
istration,  150  Causeway  Street,  Room 
700,  Boston,  Massachusetts  02114,  before 
4:30  p.m.,  Monday,  May  9,  1977. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and 
arguments  should  be  contained  in  a 
written  submission  in  support  of  the  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentation  itself 
should  be  a  summary  of  those  written 
comments. 

While  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  request¬ 
ing  to  be  heard.  The  FEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all  rele¬ 
vant  data,  views,  and  argiunents.* 

An  FEA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  Judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  Diirlng 
oral  presentations  only  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  There 
will  be  no  cross-examination.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  all  initial  oral  presentations, 
each  person  who  has  made  an  oral  state¬ 
ment  will  be  given  the  opportunity,  if  he 
or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a  rebuttal 
statement.  The  rebuttal  statements  will 
be  given  in  the  order  In  which  the  initial 
statements  were  made  and  will  be  subject 
to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an  oral 
presentation.  The  presiding  officer  will 
determine  whether  to  ask  the  questions, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  announced  by  the  presiding 
officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
comments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  public  reading  room  located 
ill  Room  2107,  Federal  Building,  12th  and 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20461,  and  the  FEA  Regional  Office, 
Library,  7th  Floor,  ISO  Causeway  Street, 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02114,  between 
the  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m., 
Monday  through  FYlday.  Anyone  may 
purchase  a  copy  of  the  transcript  from 
the  reporter. 


NOTICBS 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  with  respect  to 
these  proposed  Prohibition  Orders  to 
Executive  Communicaticm,  Box  MC.  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration,  Federal 
Building,  Room  3309,  12th  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Avenue  NW^  Washingtcm.  D.C. 
20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  Identifled  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  ^‘Proposed  Prohibition 

Order  for  the _ Powerplant." 

Fifteen  copies  should  be  submitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
p.m.,  Monday,  May  30.  1977,  all  oral 
presentations,  and  all  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  available  to 
FEA  will  be  considered  by  FEA  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered 
to  be  confidential  by  the  person  furnish¬ 
ing  it  must  be  so  identified  and  submit¬ 
ted  In  writing,  one  copy  only.  The  PEA 
reserves  the  right  to  determine  the  con¬ 
fidential  status  of  the  information  or 
data  and  to  treat  it  in  accordance  with 
that  determination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESCEA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  FEA  Regional 
Offices: 

Region,  Address,  and  Phone 

I —  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Administrator, 
150  Causeway  Street,  Room  700,  Boston, 
Massachusetts  03113,  617-223-3701. 

II —  Alfred  Klelnfeld.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  26  Federal  Plaza.  Room  3206,  New 
York,  New  York  10007,  313-264-1031. 
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III —  J.  A.  LaSala,  Regional  Administrator. 
1421  Cherry  Street,  Room  1001,  PhUadel- 
phla,  Pennsylvania  19102,  315-597-3390. 

IV —  Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator, 
1655  Peachtree  Street  NE. — 8th  FIoot, 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30309,  404-526-2837. 

V —  N.  Allen  Anderson,  R^onal  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Offlce  Building,  175  West 
Jackson  Blvd.,  Room  A-3S3,  Chicago,  HU- 
nois  60604,  313-353-0540. 

VI —  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Offlce  Box  35228,  2636  West  Mock¬ 
ingbird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75335,  214- 
749-7345. 

VII —  Neil  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 
64106.  816-374-2061. 

VIII —  Dudley  Faver,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Post  Offlce  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch, 
1075  South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood,  Colo¬ 
rado  80226,  303-334-2420. 

IX —  William  Amtz,  Regional  Administrator. 
Ill  Pine  Street,  San  Francisco,  California 
94111.  415-556-7216. 

X —  Jack  B.  Robertson,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  1993  Federal  Building,  915  Second 
Avenue,  Seattle,  Washington  98174,  206- 
442-7280. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  Federal  Energy  Admin¬ 
istration,  Code  OCU  (Prohibition  Order: 

- Powerplant),  Washington, 

D.C.  20461,  202-566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  1974  (15  n.S.C.  791  et  seq.),  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C.  761 
et  seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-385;  E.O. 
11790  (39  FR  23185).) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  April  25, 
1977. 

Eric  J.  Pygi, 
Acting  General  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 


Appendix 

PROPOSED  FINDINGS  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  NOTICE  OP  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplants  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Dockrt  Owner  Oenerating  station  Unit  No.  Location 

No. 


OFU-OW  New  England  Electric  System/New  Eng-  Brayton  Point .  I  Somerset,  Mass. 

OFlT-07#  land  Power  Co.  2 

OFU-077  3 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposedvipon  June  22,  1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable 


by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

New  England  Electric  Power  Company,  a 
wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  New  England 
Electric  System  shall  be  referred  to  as  the 
"utility”  and  as  "NEPCO”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  32,  1974,  Powerplants  Number  1,  2 
and  3  at  Brayton  Point  Generating  Station 
(Brayton  Point  1,  3  and  3)  had  the  capa¬ 
bility  and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn 
coal.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  tbs 
facts  and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  New  England  Electric  System,  In  Infor¬ 
mation  filed  wltp  FEA  dated  April  11,  1975, 
indicated  that  each  powerplant  had  In  place 


of  burning  coal.  The  boilers  had  been  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  or  modified  to  burn 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  on  June  23,  1974,  the 
powerplant  may  not  have  been  burning  coal 
as  Its  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  New  England 
Electric  System  filed  with  FEA  dated  April  11, 
1975,  and  ether  Information  available  to  FEA, 
the  following  plant  equipment  or  facilities  at 
Brayton  Point  1.  3  and  3  would  have  to  be 
acquired  or  refurbished  In  order  for  these 
powerplants  to  burn  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source ; 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment. 

3.  Pulverizers,  burners  and  boilers. 

3.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  32, 
1974,  Brayton  Point  1.  3  and  3  had  all  other 
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NOTICES 


■Ignlllcknt  pUnt  equipment  end  facilities  as- 
•ocieted  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

O.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulettona  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para* 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22, 1974/ 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  loith  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3  In  lieu  of  petroleum 
products  or  natural  gas  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
finding  Is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3  will  be  operated  at 
a  72  percent  capacity  factor  (this  represents 
a  weighted  average  of  each  powerplant’s  pro¬ 
jected  capacity  factor),  have  a  remaining 
useful  life  of  26  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this 
NOI) .  are  expected  to  have  at  least  20  years 
remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of  the 
powerplants,  and  on  the  facts  and  interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 

1.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  ini¬ 
tial  capital  Investment  costs,  exclusive  of 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisiticm  and  refurbishment  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Brayton  Point  1, 2  and  3  are  estimated 
to  be  approximately  976.275,000,  which  as¬ 
sumes  that  electrostatic  precipitators  will  be 
required  at  a  cost  of  944,144.000  to  comply 
with  the  air  pollution  control  requirements 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  This  estimate  Is  based 
on  a  PEDOo-Envlronmental  Specialists,  Inc., 
report  entitled  Evaluation  of  The  Coal  Con¬ 
version  Potential  For  The  Brayton  Point 
Plant,  March  20,  1077  (hereafter  •‘PEXX;o 
Report”.) 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  Increase  in  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  Is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  912,365,000 
per  year  including  M.870,000  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  air  pollution  control 
equipment.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the 
PEDCo.  Report. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  information 
supplied  by  Plattb  Ollgram  Price  Service, 
January  11,  1977,  the  price  of  petroleum 
products  available  to  Brayton  Point  1,  2  and 
3  Is  approximately  92.16  per  million  BTU’s 
for  oil.  This  represents  913.39  per  barrel  of 
oil,  assuming  6.2  million  BTU’s  per  barrel. 

(11)  Based  on  information  supplied  by 
NUS  Corporation  and  the  Center  for  Energy 
Policy,  Inc.,  the  price  of  coal  available  to 
Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3  is  approximately 
91.37  per  million  BTU’s.  This  represents 
935.07  per  ton  of  coal,  assuming  25.6  mil¬ 
lion  BTU’s  per  ton. 

(ill)  VEA.  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  these  powerplants  will  result  In  the 
reduction  of  approximately  90.79  per  million 
BTU’s,  or  952361D00  per  year  in  fuel  costs. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  consumption 
presuming  Brayton  Point  1.  2  and  3  are  op¬ 
erated  at  a  weighted  average  72  percent  ca¬ 
pacity  factor  and  with  an  average  heat  rate 
of  0,045  B’TU’s  per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of 
Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3,  there  will  be  an 
estimated  total  annual  Increase  In  costs  In¬ 
curred,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  929,040,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
’The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Brajrton  Point  1, 
2  and  3  is  reasonable.  Financial  impacts  of 


the  conversion  will  be  felt  by  the  utility 
and  by  the  consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
incur  additional  annual  capital  investment 
costs,  including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  916,675.000  (this  represents  amortized 
cost  over  the  20  years  remaining  useful  life 
of  these  powerplants  after  conversion,  and  It 
is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  921.05  of  the 
total  initial  ca'Jital  investment  of  976,275,- 
000)  and  additional  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
of  approximately  912,365,000  (these  figures 
are  derived  from  the  fii'ures  in  paragraphs 
A  1.  a.,  and  b  ),  but  will  experience  an  an¬ 
nual  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately  952.- 
361,000.  (See  paragraph  A.l.c.)  Considering 
the  fuel  cost  savings,  the  total  annual  cost 
of  operating  Bravtcm  Point  1,  2  and  3  should 
be  reduced  by  923,321,000. 

Since  all  increa^^ed  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs,*  It  is 
estimated  that  there  will  be  an  overall  net 
decrease  in  the  cost  of  producing  electricity 
at  Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3.  ’The  costs  to  the 
utility  resulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order 
ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 

’The  use  of  coal  at  Bravton  Point  1,  2  and 
3  will  result  in  an  estimated  annual  eaulva- 
lent  savings  of  J  0,690,000  barrels  of  oil  that 
otherwise  would  be  used  In  providing  steam 
for  electric  power  generation. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  in¬ 
creased  annual  capital  investment  costs  and 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  the 
powemlants  are  offset  by  the  current  fuel 
cost  differential  between  oil  and  coal  burning 
at  these  powemlants.  and  potential  future 
Increases  in  the  fuel  cost  differential  In  favor 
of  coal,  the  additional  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  New  England 
Electric  System. — a.  Recovery  of  capital  <n- 
vestment.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Brayton 
Point  1,  2  and  3  would  oe  economically  feasi¬ 
ble.  FEA’s  analysis  took  into  consideration 
9116,272,000  additional  capital  investment 
costs  required  for  New  England  Electric  Sys¬ 
tem  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion,  to  date,  if  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If 
any,  issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  New  EnaUnd 
Electric  System  powerplants.  PEA  related 
these  additional  capital  investment  costs  to 
New  England  .Electric  System’s  estimate  of 
its  1977-79  construction  budget  of  9769  mU- 
llon,  the  total  capitalization  of  New  England 
Electric  System  of  91.4  billion,  and  the  20 
years  remaining  useful  life  after  conversion 
of  Brayton  Point  1.  2  and  3. 

PEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  reoresent  an 
unreasonable  burden  given  the  financing  re- 
lations*'ip  which  exists  between  New  Elngland 
Electric  System  and  Its  subsidiaries,  and 
their  combined  financial  capabilities  to  as¬ 
sume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  ’The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  would  be 
942.540.000.  This  also  represents  the  total 
estimated  annual  incremental  Increase  in 
revenue  requirements  of  the  substdisries  of 
New  England  Electric  Systems.  (FEA  also 
took  into  consideration  revenue  requirements 
of  the  subsidiaries  of  New  England  Electric 


Systems  resulting  from  compliance  with  all 
other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any.  to 
issue  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and 
fr'>m  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders.  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (e) 
of  ESECA  to  New  England  Electric 
Systems  powerplants.)  ’This  estimate  of 
942.540,000  in  revenue  requirements  Is  based 
on  an  investment  oriented  analysis  described 
in  an  Ultrasystems  Inc.  report  entitled  ‘‘Com¬ 
puter  Methodology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost 
Reasonableness  Determination,”  August  1976. 
(hereafter  "Ultrasystems  Computer  Model”). 
The  estimate  includes  an  Incremental  rate 
of  return  on  retained  earnings  which  are 
invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  "Identfication 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  ’The 
Use  Of  Coal,”  October  1976.  ’This  analysis  es¬ 
timated  the  total  annual  incremental  Increase 
In  revenue  requirements  to  be  940,129,(X)0, 
whlph  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on  New 
England  Systems’  financial  statement  and 
represents  revenue  required  to  offset  any  po¬ 
tential  loss  in  New  England  Electric  Systems’ 
net  earnings  per  share  as  reported  for  Fiscal 
Tear  ending  1975.) 

’The  total  estimated  annual  increase  In 
costs  of  942,540.000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approxi¬ 
mately  962,383,000  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  currently 
under  consideration,  the  net  annual  revenue 
requirements  of  the  affected  subsidiaries  of 
New  England  Electric  Systems  should  de¬ 
crease  by  approximately  910.843,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  New  England  Power 
Company,  a  wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  New 
England  Electric  System,  is  the  owner  and 
operator  of  the  Brayton  Point  Generating 
Station  and  the  relevant  entity  for  consid¬ 
ering  the  consumer  impact  of  compliance 
with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Brayton  Point  1. 
2  and  3. 

’The  potential  initial  impact  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Brayton  Point  1.  2  and  3,  Is  a 
net  decrease  in  revenues  required  from 
NEPCO  consumers  of  approximately  90D016 
per  kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold  by 
NEPCO.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  FEA’s  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 

’The  actual  amount  of  the  decrease  adU 
depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  Inveet- 
ment  necessary  to  comply  adth  a  Prohibition 
Order,  the  methods  whfeb  New  England  Elec¬ 
tric  System  selects  to  finance  the  increased 
costs  associated  with  burning  coal  as  a  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  at  Brayton  Point  1,  2  and 
3.  the  extent  to  which  the  cost  decrease  Is 
spread  among  NEPCO  customers,  the  regula¬ 
tions  or  policies  of  the  regulatory  agencies 
with  Jurisdiction  over  NEPCO  regarding  In¬ 
clusion  of  such  cost  decreases  in  consumer 
rates,  the  actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential,  and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prodimU 
and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  powerplants  to  oomoly  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environ¬ 
mental  protection  requirements.  PEA  pro- 
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poses  to  conclude  that  •  Prohibition  Order 
to  Brsyton  Point  1,  a  and  3  voiild  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESE9CA  to  provide 
for  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  in  a 
manner  which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest 
extent  practicable,  with  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the 
environment. 

m.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  powerplants  during 
the  period  until  December  31, 1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  futiuw.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  data  show  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  at  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1074,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1076) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  300  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  PEA  has  examined  several  studies,  ref¬ 
erenced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability 
for  the  period  ending  December  31,  1084. 

3.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  OHnparlson,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  plarmed  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1880.  Beyond  1880, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
Arm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
national  coal  planned  production  for  1886 
already  meets  over  88  percent  of  the  total 
UB.  demand  expected  in  1886.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coed  imtlonally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production  potential 


Tear:  (million  toru) 

1877  .  783.  3 

1878  _ _  781.  8 

1878  .  861.4 

1880  .  811.  7 

1881  _ _ _  860.  0 

1883  _ 884.3 

1883  .  1,017.4 

1884  .  1,038.7 

1886  .  1,038.6 


The  figures  sbowit  above  are  derived  from 
FBA’s  “Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study”  (May 
1876).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1880.  The  1886  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FBA  study,  “Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1886  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,”  Augiist  1876  (hereafter  “Availa¬ 
bility  Study”),  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  -  (million  tons) 

1877  . •. _ _  48.4 

1878  .  133.3 

1878  . . .  837. 1 

1880  . 387.3 


Production 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1881  .  344.0 

1883  .  363.8 

1883  . .  380.  1 

1884  .  468.6 

1885  .  644.8 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  PEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  3(a)  td  ESECA,  Is  as 
follows  (PEA  1876  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1877  .  688 

1878  . . 730 

1878  . 764 

1880  . . 788 

1881  .  843 

1882  . 887 

1883  . 836 

1884  . 885 

1885  .  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  fol¬ 
lows  (Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Round 
I  and  II  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,  August 
1876  (hereafter  “Coal  Conversion  Study”) ) : 


Demand 

Year:  (mUtion  tons) 

1877  .  45 

1878  .  9.1 

1878  .  la.o 

1980  .  17.0 

1981  _  i9.a 

1982  _  36.8 

1983  _  36.8 

1984  _  368 

1986  _  36.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA’S  “Availability  Study”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  charactertlsUcs  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  power  plants.  The  svu^ey 
Is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production  of  coed  which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
Pot  those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey,  PEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  powerplants.  PEA’s  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  pulverlzed-coal 
dry  bottom  boilers,  of  the  type  used  at  Bray- 
ton  Point  1,  3  and  3,  will  be  able  to  burn 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  requirements: 


Units  1  and  3^ 


Unit  3 


Btu's  per  pound 
Moisture . . 


Volatile . 

Ash  softening  (temperature). 
Sulfur . 


12,100  minimum .  12,800  minimum. 

15  percent  maximum _ 15  percent  maximum. 

20  percent  maximum.. 20  percent  maximum. 

15  percent  minimum . .  15  percent  minimum. 

2,200^f’F)  minimum . . . ’.....  2,200  ("F)  minimum. 

0.8  percent  (approximate) . 0.8  percent  (approximate). 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
powerplants.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  tyi>e  described  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Year:  {thousand  toru^ 

1983  and  thereafter _ 2, 689 

e.  National  planned  prodwUon,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  The  PEA  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  coctl  of  the  type 
described  In  paragraph  A.8.a.,  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be 
potentially  available  to  Brayton  Point  1,  2 
and  3  In  a  nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  {thousand  tonst 

1977  .  8. 072 

1978  _ 14,799 

1979  _ 27, 188 

1980  _ 80, 120 

1981  _  36,076 

1983  . . . . —  36,966 

1883  _  39,440 

1884  _  46,768 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  chtaacteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coid,  08  stated  In  paragraph  aXo., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  charactertlstlc  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outsandlng  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  3(a)  of  BSBM7A.  National 
ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand  as  previ¬ 
ously  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C.,  above  Is: 


Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _  4,600 

1978  _  9, 100 

1979  _  13,000 

1980  _ 17,000 

1981  _ - _ 19,  200 

1983  _  26,800 

1983  _ _ _  26,800 

1984  . - . - . -  26,800 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coed  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  Afi.a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  Brayton  Point  1.  3  and  3  (In  a  probable 
regional  supply /demand  relationship  related 
to  the  location  of  these  powerplants)  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8,  and 
13  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . 7.727 

1978  _ 13,920 

1979  _  26,389 

1980  _  28,022 

1981  _  82,647 

1982  _  34,294 

1983  _  36,678 

1884  .  43.360 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  ooal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characterletlc  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  expected 
to  result  frmn  this  NOI,  from  all  other  No- 
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tlces  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2(a)  at  ESECA.  This  potential  re¬ 
gional  demand  is  estimated  in  FEA’s  “Coal 
Conversion  Study"  as  follows: 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 
1988 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
{thousand  tons) 

.  2. 369 

.  4. 449 

.  6,811 

_ 10,361 

. . 11,906 

_ 19,603 

_ 19,603 

_ 19,603 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  1  and  8  through  13  with  a 
0.61-1.0  percent  salfur  content  (which  in¬ 
cludes  the  OB  percent  maximum  sulfur  con¬ 
tent  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.  above)  re¬ 
sulting  frmn  this  NOl,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orden  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  estimated 
in  PEA'S  “Coal  Conversion  Study"  as  follows; 


Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Year;  0.61  to  1.0 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


1,247 

2.  767 
3,854 
'7, 100 
8, 172 
12,  331 
12,331 
12,331 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with 
the  characteristics  described  in  paragraph 
AB.^  above,  far  exceeds  the  potential 
ESECa  regional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur 
charactertsttc. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  PEA  has  fojmd  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures, 
and  none  have  been  brought  to  PEA's 
attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  PEA's  "Availability  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  Bureau 'of 
Mines  Districts  1  throu^  8  and  IS  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re- 
qiUrements  of  Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3  as 
described  in  paragraph  A.3a.  above.  PEA 
proposes  to  find  that  this  uncommitted 
coal  exists  in  amounts  sufficient  in  any  year 
to  meet  the  estimated  additional  demand 
for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from  these  Dis¬ 
tricts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  \mder 
authority  of  Section  2  (a)  of  ESECA. 

Goal  for  these  powerplants  will  probably 
be  bought  from  producers  according  to  re¬ 
gional  supply /demand  relationships  related 
to  the  powerplant's  location  from  Bureau 
of  Mines  Distrlets  1  through  8  and  13.  PEA 
observes,  however,  that  these  powerplants 
could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as 
such  production  becomes  available.  (The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond, 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  November  7, 1976.) 

B.  coal  trasuportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  supplg.  Based  on  an 
PEA  study,  “Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  TTans- 
p<xtstlon  Availability,''  November  1976, 
(hereafter  “Transportation  Availability 


Study"),  coal  for  Brasrton  Point  1,  2  and  3 
would  probably  come  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
(BOM)  District  8  for  both  the  primary  and 
Mternate  source  of  supply.  While  thU  sup¬ 
ply  area  is  the  nearest  available  potential 
source  able  to  supply  complying  coal  to  these 
powerplants.  complying  coal  can  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  rail  from  other  identified  sources 
within  the  United  States.  The  analysis  of 
transportation  availability  is  based  on  the 
most  likely  route  as  well  as  an  alternate 
route  These  routes  were  chosen  to  demon¬ 
strate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipmen.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  for  Brayton  Point  1,  2  and 
3  would  originate  on  the  Norfolk  &  West¬ 
ern  (N&W)  railroad  which  can  carry  the 
coal  to  Norfolk.  Virginia.  Ocean  barges 
towed  by  Express  Marine  or  Red  Star  Tow¬ 
ing  and  Transoortatlon  could  transport  the 
coal  from  N&W’s  Lambert’s  Point  Piers  6 
or  6  to  the  plant.  The  total  rail  distance  is 
^proximately  400  miles,  with  a  sea  leg  of 
about  500  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  involve  originating  coal  on  the  NAW 
to  Hagerstown,  Maryland,  and  taking  it 
from  there  through  New  York  and  Provi¬ 
dence.  Rhode  Island,  to  Brayton  Point  on 
Consolidated  Railroad  Corporation  (Con- 
Rail). 

The  primary  route  from  the  alternate 
source  of  supply  also  would  be  to  originate 
coal  from  BOM  District  8  on  the  NAW  to 
Norfolk  and  barge  the  coal  via  the  ocean  to 
the  plant. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  NAW,  the 
expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Bray¬ 
ton  Point  1,  2  and  3  has  approximately 
54,000  hopper  cars  with  an  estimated  average 
capacity  of  85  tons.  Using  an  average  num¬ 
ber  of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per  86-ton 
car,  the  NAW  may  need  as  many  as  1500 
additional  cars  to  handle  the  increased  de¬ 
mand  from  Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3.  This 
estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad  would 
neither  have  excess  originating  capacity  nor 
use  cars  from  other  carriers  in  the  originat¬ 
ing  vicinity. 

Only  about  2  percent  of  the  hopper  fieet  Is 
in  heavy  bad  order  and  retirement  rates 
through  1985  are  expected  to  average  ap¬ 
proximately  1,200  cars/year.  The  NAW  in¬ 
dicated  that  it  is  willing  to  acquire  any 
needed  capacity  Involved  in  ahipment  to 
Brayton  Point  1,  2'knd  3  and  that  it  would 
modify  its  expansion  plans  with  demand 
conditions.  The  railroad  also  indicated  that 
its  carrying  capacity  could  be  expanded  as 
quickly'  as  the  powerplants  prepare  to  burn 
coal. 

PEA’S  “Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportitlon 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  tyoes  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  (Hders  under  sectlcm  8(a)  of  ESECA. 


The  NAW  indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM 
District  8  served  by  the  NAW  are  in  satis¬ 
factory  operating  condition  and  that  loading 
facilities  could  handle  the  required  coal 
volumes. 

PEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  facil- 
ties.  Coal  can  be  barged  to  Brayton  Point  1, 
2  and  S  from  the  NAW  Lambert’s  Point  piers 
in  Norfolk,  Virginia  by  Red  Star  or  by  Ex¬ 
press  Marine.  Coal  would  be  shipped  in 
ocean-going  barges,  which  can  be  accommo¬ 
dated  by  the  docking  facilities  at  these 
powerplants.  According  to  Express  Marme, 
such  barges  (23,000  ton  ocean  going)  are 
not  presently  available,  but  could  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Oulf  of  Mexico  area  or 
constructed  given  a  2  to  3  year  lead  time  and 
a  long  term  barging  commitment. 

New  England  Electric  Systems  indicated 
that  coal  unloading  facility  improvements 
and  refurblshments  are  necessary. 

It  is  expected  that  these  repairs  can  be 
accomplished  prior  to  the  expected  date  for 
coal  burning.  There  are  no  other  obstacles 
to  delivery  of  coal  to  Brayton  Point  1,  2 
and  3. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
since  no  significant  constraints  to  coal  deliv¬ 
ery  over  the  primary  route  to  Brayton  Point 
1.  2  and  3  presently  exist,  and  alternate 
routes  are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  na¬ 
tural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the  reli¬ 
ability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the  af¬ 
fected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  analysis  of 
the  information  submitted  to  PEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after  consul¬ 
tation  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 
PEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  issuance  of  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  Brayton  Point  1, 2  and  3 
will  not  impair  the  reliability  of  service  in  the 
area  served  by  these  powerplants.  This  pro¬ 
posed  finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and  in¬ 
terpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  disvatching  system. 
1.  The  Brayton  Point  Station  is  owned  by 
NEPCO,  which  is  owned  by  New  England 
Electric  System,  which  is  a  mSmber  of  the 
New  England  Power  Exchange  (NEPEX), 
which  is  within  the  geogriq)hlcal  area  of  the 
New  England  Subregion  of  the  Northeast 
Power  Coordinating  Council  (NPCC)  regional 
electric  reliability  council. 

2.  The  term  “dispatching  system"  as  used 
in  the  proposed  finding  means  NEPEX. 

3.  The  gross  capacity  as  of  September  1976, 
of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants  was 
8CB41  MW.  (See  line  1,  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  period  in 
which  Brayton  Point  1,  8  and  3  may  imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  will  result  in  the 
gross  capacities  indicated  on  line  8  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  because  of  the  followiivg  changes  in 
the  dispatching  system  listed  in  Table  1 : 


Tabie  1 


Powerplant  designation 

Fuel 

Type  of  change 

Capacity  change  F.ffertive  date 

(megawatt) 

Potter  2 . . 

Wvmaii  4 _ _ _ 

OU . 

Oil... . 

. Add . 

. Add . 

.  -  Add. . 

+95  January  1977. 
+600  Deoember  1978. 
+1,1.50  June  1981. 

Oil . . 

. Add . 

+270  November  1981. 

Millstone  Point  8 . . 

Nuclear _ 

. Add . 

_ Add .  . 

+1,150  May  1982. 
+1,180  October  1962. 

Stony  Brook  2 _ _ — 

OIL . 

_ Add. . . 

+120  November  4982. 

Totah: 

Mar.  1  to  Apr.  30, 19S2 . 

July  1  to  Auk.  Si,  ISBJ . 

Srpt.  1  to  Oct.  31, 1982 . 

Nov.  1  to  Dec.  31,  1982 . . 

Note.— Sec  line  2',  attachment  1. 


Addtd^ 
+2. 11 
+3.2«> 
+4,44.S 
+4,565 
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5.  The  proposed  changes  In  Table  l,  above, 
are  based  on  the  beat  Information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  iaK-2  dattd  October  25,  1976)  at 
the  time  this  NOI  Is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  comflleted  by 
the  indicated  effective  date,  but  has  de¬ 
termined  that  In  such  event,  with  miner 
modifications  to  the  projected  schedule  of 
changes  contained  in  Table  1.  as  well  as  the 
New  England  Power  Exchange  Conversion 
Schedule  (attachment  2  to  this  NO^).  gross 
capacity  in  the  dispatching  system  would  not 
be  significantly  affected  during  the  period 
reautred  for  conversion  of  Brairton  Point  1.  2 
and  8.  The  New  England  Power  Exchange 
Conversion  Schedule  is  FEA's  estimate  of  the 
outam  times  for  all  the  powerplants  in 
NEPEX  that  are  ciurently  beginning  consid¬ 
ered  for  Prohibition  Orders.  The  schedule  as¬ 
sumes  outages  for  conversion  at  those  times 
that  are  optimally  suited,  in  terms  of  forecast 
peak  load  periods,  to  maintain  reliability  of 
service. 

B.  rorecaat  peak  toads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  Forecasts  of  peak  loads  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system  during  the  period  In  which 
Bravton  1,  2  and  8  would  implement  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  are  as  Indicated  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1. 

2.  The  forecast  peak  loads  have  been  c<Hn- 
pared  with  toads  in  previous  similar  periods. 
TTie  annual  peak  load  growth  rate  for  these 
forecaots  Is  5.8  percent. 

O.  Maximum  prolected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance,  including  other  power- 
plants  implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  periods  in  which  Bray- 
ton  Point  1,  2  and  3  may  be  implementing 
a  Prohibition  Order,  may  result  In  some  loss 
of  capacity  which  is  expected  to  be  as  indi¬ 
cated  on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  protected  outage  of  2  months  for  each 
powerplant  is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications,  installations,  or  other 
physical  adjtistments  required  by  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  should  it  become  effective.  The 
powerplants  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing  and 
adjustment  following  such  modifications. 
This  period  is  not  expected  to  exceed  SO  days. 
To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum  reserve 
capacity,  these  projected  outages  are  most 
likely  to  occur  during  the  year  1982.  The 
potential  loss  of  capacity  from  an  outage 
of  Brayton  Point  1,  8  and  3  would  be  ap¬ 
proximately  261  MW  for  1  or  2  and  640  MW 
for  8  (line  7,  attachment  1).  The  potential 
loss  of  capacity  from  a  combined  outage^  of 
Brayton  Point  1.  8  and  3  would  be  iq^proxi- 
mately  1,162  MW.  This  represents  the  maxi¬ 
mum  potential  loss  due  to  outages  at  these 
powerplants,  but  it  is  expected  that  Brayton 
Point  1,  2  and  8  will  be  Implementing  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  at  different  times.  This  maxi¬ 
mum  potential  loss  of  1,162  MW  is  included 
in  the  total  outages  indicated  on  line  6  of 
attachment  1.  (The  assumed  conversion  peri¬ 
od  specified  on  attachments  1  and  2  is  shown 
for  the  purpose  of  illustration  only.) 

8.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line 
4  of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  5  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition 
Orders,  If  the  attaohed  New  England  Power 
Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  is  followed. 


Maximum  projected  outages  are  expected  to 
be  as  indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1, 
thereby  reducing  the  gross  capa<dty  and  re¬ 
sulting  in  a  net  dependable  cap^ty  for  the 
dispatching  6>'stem. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  lor  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  di^tciung  system  k  the  expected  time 
of  implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1.  ■ 

2.  Comparing  these  net  dependable  capac¬ 
ities  to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on 
line  8.  attachment  1  indicates  that  the  re¬ 
serve  capacities  shown  on  line  10  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching 
system. 

3.  Comparison  of  these  reserve  capacities 
to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  results  in  reserve  margins 
as  indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as 
contrasted  with  reserve  margins  as  indicated 
on  line  12  of  attachment  1  if  no  units  were 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders) . 


4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  consid¬ 
ers  these  to  be  msuxlnally  acceptable  reserve 
margins  taking  into  consideration  the  geo¬ 
graphical  location  of  Brayton  Point  1,  2 
and  3. 

5.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  6.14  MW  derating  of 
Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3  as  a  result  of  using 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  sjrstem  Intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  1,925 
MW  into  the  dispatching  system.  This  ca¬ 
pacity  may  provide  an  additional  resource 
of  electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

E.  Conclusion.  It  dispatching  system  condi¬ 
tions.  including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Brayton  Point  1,  2  and  3,  are  as  presently 
forecast  during  the  time  required  to  imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  by  Brayton  Pefint 
1,  2  and  8,  there  will  be  no  impairment  of 
reliability  of  service  within  the  meaning  of 
ESBCA  In  the  area  served  by  NEPCO  or  In 
the  dispatching  system  as  a  result  of  the 
Order. 


Attachment  1 

New  England  power  exchange  reliability  data;  Brayton  point 


Assmatd  ronverston  pMods  (nMcawatt  capacity) 


1982.  Mar.  1-  1982,  July  1-  1982,  Sept.  1-  1982,  Nov.  1- 

Apr.  30  Aug.  31  Oct.  31  Dec.  31 


1  Gross  capacity  of  NEPEX  as  of  Sept.  1, 1976. 

2  Added  capacity... . 

3  Crnae  capacity . 

4  Sclieduled  outages  (or  maintenance . . 

5  Projected  outat^s  due  to  prohibition  orders. . . 

6  Maximum  projected  outages  due  to  mainte¬ 

nance  and  prohibition  orders  (lines  4  and  5) .. 

7  Unit  outage . . . . . 

8  Peak  load . . . . . . 

0  Net  dependable  capacity . . . . . 

10  Reserve  capacity . . 

20,  Ml 

2. 11.5 
22,9.56 

2,101 

»15 

3.016 

261 

1A684 

1».»40 

4.256 

20,841 

.3,265 

24, 106 

687 

025 

1,612 

261 

18,533 

22,464 

3,961 

20,841 

4,44.5 

25.286 

3.603 

1,568 

5,201 

640 

17,162 

20,085 

2,923 

20,81 

4,56 

25,406 

1,310 

808 

2,113 

640 

20,192 

A293 

3,101 

11  Reserve  margin  percent  (malntNianoe  and 
prohibition  orders) . . . . 

27.14 

21.37 

17.03 

1.5.36 

12  RestTve  margin  percent  (maintenance  only).. 

32.97 

36.36 

26l34  ' 

19.33 

Attachment  9  '  , 

AVtr  England  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 

N'EPEX  meinlier  Station  Unit  Assumed  conversion  dates 


Nortlieast  utiUties . . .  Mount  Tom . 

I><j _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Middletown - 

1)0 . do . 

Do . do . 

1)0 . . . •- . Norwalk  Harbor... 

■  Do . do . 

The  United  Ilium inatlng  Co .  Bridgeport  Harbor. 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 

Eastern  UtiUiie*  Aaaociatea . . . Somerset . 

New  England  Electric  System . .  Brayton  Point . 

1)0 . do . 

Do . do . 

no .  Salem  Harbor..- _ 

i)o . '. . do . 

Do . — do . 


i  March  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  May  to  June  1982. 

3  July  to  September  1982. 

1  March  to  August  1982. 

2  September  to  February  1983. 

1  M^h  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 

8  Man  h  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  Jifiy  to  August  1982. 

3  October  to  November  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1962. 


APPENont 

PXOPOSED  riNDINOB  AND  aATroNM,X  FOE  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PaOHIBlTION  OHDEK 

ESBCA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA's  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  Owner  .  Generating  station  Unit  No.  Location 

No. 


OFU-084..  Eastern  Utilities  Associatea/Monteap  Somerset .  8  Somerset,  Mass. 

Electric  Co. 
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These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Montaup  Electric  Ckimpany,  a  wholly 
owned  subsidiary  of  Eastern  Utilities  Asso¬ 
ciates,  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  “utility” 
and  as  “Montaup." 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplant  Number  8  at 
Somerset  Generating  Station  (Somerset  8) 
had  the  capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed  finding  Is 
based  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  Montaup,  In  Information  filed  with  FEA 
dated  April  10,  1975,  Indicated  that  the 
powerplant  bad  In  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal. 
The  boiler  had  been  designed  and  constructed 
or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not  have 
been  burning  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Montaup  filed 
with  FEA  dated  April  10,  1975,  and  other 
information  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  or  facilities  at  Somerset  8 
would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished  in 
order  for  this  powerplant  to  bum  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source: 

1.  Yard  work. 

2.  Chimney  and  ductwork. 

3.  Waste  treatment  system. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Somerset  8  bad  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Somerset  8  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or 
natural  gas  is  practicable  and  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This  finding  is 
based  upon  the  presumption  that  Somerset 
8  will  be  operated  at  a  42  percent  capacity 
factor,  has  a  remaining  useful  life  of  18  years 
(as  of  the  date  of  this  NOI),  Is  expected  to 
have  at  least  13  years  remaining  useful  life 
after  conversion  of  the  powerplant.  and  on 
the  facts  and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. —  1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.  a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  Initial  capital 
investment  costs,  exclusive  of  financing 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  acquisition 
and  refurbishment  of  equipment  and  facil¬ 
ities  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Somerset  8  are  estimated  to  be  approximately 
$6,993,000  which  assumes  that  an  electro¬ 
static  precipitator  will  be  required  at  a  cost 
of  $5,914,000  to  comnly  with  the  air  pollution 
control  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  a  PEDCo-Envlron- 
mental  Specialists,  Inc.  report  entitled 
“Evaluation  Of  The  Coal  Conversion  Poten¬ 
tial  For  The  Somerset  Plant,"  March  23,  1977 
(hereafter  “PEDCo.  Report"). 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  increase  in  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  Is 
estlnmted  to  be  approximately  $1,969,000 
per  year  including  $1,226,000  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  air  pollution  control 
equipment.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the 
PTDCo.  Report. 


c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  Information 
supplied  by  Montaup,  the  price  of  petroleum 
products  available  to  Somerset  8  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $2.18  per  million  BTU’s  for  oil.  This 
represents  $13.49  per  barrel  of  oil,  assuming 
6.19  million  BTU’s  per  barrel. 

(11)  Based  on  information  supplied  by  NUS 
Corporation,  the  price  of  coal  available  to 
Somerset  8  is  approximately  $1.37  per  million 
BTU’s.  This  represents  $35.07  per  ton  of  coal, 
assuming  25  6  million  BTU’s  per  ton. 

(ill)  FEA  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  this  powerplant  will  result  In  the  re¬ 
duction  of  approximately  $0.81  per  million 
BTU’s  or  $3,918,000  per  year  In  fuel  costs. 
This  ^timate  is  based  on  fuel  consumption 
presuming  Somerset  8  Is  operated  at  a  42  per- 
,  cent  capacity  factor  and  with  an  average  heat 
rate  of  10,700  B’TU’s  per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of  Som¬ 
erset  8,  there  will  be  an  estimated  total  an¬ 
nual  Increase  in  costs  Incurred,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs,  of  approximately  $3,647,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Somerset  8  Is  rea¬ 
sonable.  Financial  Impacts  of  the  conversion 
will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by  the  con¬ 
sumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
incur  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs,  including  financing  costs,  of  approx¬ 
imately  $1,678,(X)0  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tized  cost  over  the  13  years  renuilnlng  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  powerplant  after  conversion, 
and  is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  24.0% 
of  the  total  initial  capital  Investment  of 
$6,993,000)  and  additional  annual  operat¬ 
ing  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  of  approximately  $1,969,000  (these  fig¬ 
ures  are  derived  from  the  figures  in  para¬ 
graph  A.l.  a.  and  b.),  but  will  experience  an 
annual  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately 
$3,918,000.  (See  paragraph  A.l.c.)  Consider¬ 
ing  the  fuel  cost  savings,  the  total  annual 
cost  of  operating  Somerset  8  should  be  re¬ 
duced  by  $271,000. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs,  it  Is 
estimated  that  there  will  be  an  overall  net 
decrease  in  the  cost  of  producing  electricity 
at  Somerset  8.  The  costs  to  the  utility  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order  ultimately 
will  be  recovered  in  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Somerset  8  will  result 
in  an  estimated  annual  equivalent  savings 
of  782,000  barrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would 
be  used  in  providing  steam  fpr  electric  power 
generation. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  in¬ 
creased  annual  capital  investment  costs  and 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  the 
powerplant  are  offset  by  the  current  fuel  cost 
differential  between  oil  and  coal  burning 
at  this  powerplant,  and  potential  future 
Increases  in  the  fuel  cost  differential  in  favor 
of  coal,  the  additional  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Eastern  Util¬ 
ities  Associates. — a.  Recovery  of  capital  in¬ 
vestment.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Somer¬ 
set  8  would  be  economically  feasible.  FEA’s 
analysis  took  into  consideration  the  $6,993,- 
000  additional  capital  investment  required 
for  Eastern  Utilities  Associates  to  comply 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration,  as  well  as 
additional  capital  investment  costs  related 
to  all  other  notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If 
any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  if  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  Eastern  Utilities  Associates  power- 
plants.  FEA  related  these  additional  capital 
investment  costs  to  the  utility's  estimate  of 


its  1977-79  construction  budget  of  $61.9  mil¬ 
lion,  the  total  capitalization  of  Eastern  Util¬ 
ities  Associates  of  $165  million,  and  the  13 
years  remaining  useful  life  after  conversion 
of  Somerset  8. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financing 
relationship  which  exists  between  Eastern 
Utilities  Associates  and  its  subsidiaries,  and 
their  combined  financial  capabilities  to  as¬ 
sume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  would  be  $3,- 
647,000.  This  also  represents  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  annual  incremental  Increase  in  rev¬ 
enue  requirements  of  the  subsidiary  (Mon¬ 
taup)  of  Eastern  Utilities  Associates.  (FEA 
also  took  Into  consideration  revenue  require¬ 
ments  of  the  subsidiaries  of  Eastern  Utilities 
Associates  resulting  from  compliance  with 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date,  if 
any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2  (a) 
and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Eastern  Utilities  Asso¬ 
ciates  powerplants.)  This  estimate  of 
$3,647,000  in  revenue  requirements  is  based 
on  an  Investment  oriented  analysis 
described  in  an  Ultrasystems  Inc.  report 
entitled  Computer  Methodology  For  Coal 
Conversion  Cost  Reasonableness  De¬ 
termination,  August  1976,  (hereafter  “Ultra¬ 
systems  Computer  Model”).  The  estimate  in¬ 
cludes  an  incremental  rate  of  return  on  re¬ 
tained  earnings  which  are  Invested. 

(For  comparis<Hi  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  Identification 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  The 
Use  Of  Coal,  October  1976.  This  analysis  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  annual  Incremental  Increase 
in  revenue  requirements  to  be  $3,682,000, 
which  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on  Eastern 
Utilities  Associates’  financial  statement  and 
represents  revenues  required  to  offset  any 
potential  loss  In  Eastern  Utilities  Associates’ 
net  earnings  per  share  as  reported  for  Fiscal 
Year  ending  1975.) 

’The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  in 
costs  of  $3,647,000  associated  with  conversion 
ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates.  How¬ 
ever,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  value  of 
fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately  $3,918,000 
attributable  to  compliance  with  this  NOI 
and  all  other  NOI’s  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  the  net  annual  revenue  require¬ 
ments  of  the  affected  subsidiary  of  Eastern 
Utilities  Associates  (Montaup)  should  de¬ 
crease  by  approximately  $271,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  Montaup,  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidiary  of  Efistern  Utilities  Associ¬ 
ates,  Is  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  Som¬ 
erset  Generating  Station  and  the  relevant 
entity  for  considering  the  consumer  Impact 
of  compliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
Somerset  8. 

The  potential  Initial  Impact  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Somerset  8  is  a  net  decrease  In 
revenues  required  from  Montaup  consumers 
of  approximately  $0.(X)0075  per  kilowatt 
hour  of  electricity  sold  by  Montaup.  This  es¬ 
timate  is  based  on  FEA’s  analysis  of  the  Ul¬ 
trasystems  Computer  Model.  ’The  actual 
amount  of  the  decrease  will  depend  on  the 
actual  amount  of  the  Investment  necessary 
to  comply  with  a  Prohibition  Order,  the 
methods  which  Eastern  Utilities  Associates 
selects  to  finance  the  Increased  costs  asso¬ 
ciated  with  burning  coal  as  a  primary  energy 
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source  st  Somerset  8,  the  extent  to  which 
the  cost  decreese  Is  spread  among  Montaup 
customers,  the  regulations  or  policies  of  the 
regulatory  agencies  srith  Jurisdiction  over 
Montaup  regarding  Inclusion  of  such  cost 
decreases  in  consumer  rates,  the  actual 
amount  of  the  fuel  cost  differential,  and 
other  factors. 

B.  CoiuiMteneg  loith  the  purpoaee  of 
M8SCA.  Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Somerset  8  will  discourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal. 
FEA  proposes  td  conclude  that  this  action 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
E8EOA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  powerplant  to  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environ¬ 
mental  protection  requirements,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Somerset  •  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESBCA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which 
is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practic¬ 
able,  with  existing  national  commitments  to 
protect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

in.  Coal  oad  cool  transportation  will  be 
available  to  this  powerplant  during  the 
period  untU  December  31.  1M4. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bxireau  of  Mines  data  show  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1874,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1876) 
(hereafter  ‘'BOM  Survey’’)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  800  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  leas  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies, 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avail¬ 
ability  for  the  period  ending  December  31. 
1884. 

a.  National  ooal  production  end  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  ooal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1880.  Beyond  1080,  plans  for  new  {H^iductlon 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  ooal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  Into  the  future;  however, 
the  projected  total  planned  national  coal 
production  for  1986,  already  meets  99%  of 
the  total  UB.  demand  expected  In  1966.  With 
time,  more  potential  mine  developments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production 

potential 

{million 

Year;  tons) 

1977  .  732.3 

1978  .  791.6 


Production  those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
potential  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncommlt- 


,  (million  ted  planned  production  based  on  their  1874 

Tear:  fotu)  production. 

1979  _  861.4  a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 

1980  _  911.7  powerplant.  FEA's  “Coal  Converslcm  Study" 

1981  _  980.0  has  determined  that  a  pulverlxed-cosd  dry 

1982  _  994B  bottom  boiler,  of  the  type  used  at  Somerset 

1983  _ 1,017.4  8.  will  be  able  to  burn  coal  of  the  following 

1984  _ 1,088.7  characteristics  and  comply  with  all  appll- 

1986  _  1,088.8  cable  air  pollution  control  requirements: 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA's  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1878).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Ooal  Supply  Through  1986  by  Quality 
Characteristics,  August  1976,  (hereafter 
"Availability  Study”),  Indicates  current 
plans  for  nationwide  production  of  un¬ 
committed  coal  as  follows: 

(mONon  tons) 

Tear:  Production 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 
1988 

1983 

1984 
1986 


48.4 

188.8 

237.1 

287.8 
344.0 

383.9 

390. 1 
469.6 

644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESSCA 
of  prohibitim  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESBCA,  Is 
as  follows  iPEA  1378  National  Energy  OEt- 
lookt : 


Tear: 


t  million  tonsi 
Demand 


1977 

1978 
1978 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 
1986 


898 

730 

784 

799 

848 

887 

936 

986 

1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  tor 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  8(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  fol¬ 
lows  (Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Round 
I  and  n  Coal  Conyerslon  Candidates,  August 
1978,  (hereafter  “Coal  Conyerslon  Study’’) ) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tonsi 

1977  .  4.6 

1978  . 9.1 

1979  . 12.0 

1980  . 17.0 

1981  _ 18.8 

1988  _ 36.8 

1983  . 26.8 

1984  .  26.8 

1985  .  86.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA's  "Ayallablllty  Study”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  ayall- 
able  for  use  at  Somerset  8.  The  suryey  Is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  information  on  98  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 


BlTrs/lb . ua|600 

Moisture  (percent)  _ *  16 

Ash  (percent) _ s' 20 

Volatile  (percent) _ >16 

Ash  softening  (temp.)  (*F)  _ ^2, 200 

Sulfur  (approx.)  (percent) _ *0.8 

*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
powerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  tyoe  described  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  Is  established  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Tear:  {thousand  foasi 

1988  and  thereafter _ 189 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  FEA  “C^  Conversion  Study" 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  tyi>e  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  po¬ 
tentially  available  to  Somerset  8  In  a  nation¬ 
wide  market  as  follows: 


Production  , 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . 8.078 

1978  .  14,799 

1979  . . 27,186 

1980  . .  30,  120 

1981  .  35,075 

1982  . 36,966 

1983  .  39,440 

1984  .  48,768 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  ooal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  underH^ctlon  3(a)  of  ESECA.  National 
ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand  as  pre¬ 
viously  stated  in  paragraph  AJ).c..  above,  is: 


Demand 

Tear :  ( thousand  tons ) 

1877  . 4,608 

1978  . - .  9,100 

1879  . . « . . -  18.000 

1980  . . 17,000 

1981  . . 19,200 

1982  . . . -  86,800 

1983  . 38,800 

1984  .  26,800 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  toe  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3ji.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Somerset  8  (in  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  toe  location 
of  this  powerplant)  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
Dlnstrlcts  1  through  8  and  13  as  follows: 


Production 

Ycir:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . . . .  7, 727 

1978  .  13,930 

1979  _ _ - . —  85,888 

1080  _  28.083 

1981  .  88,647 

1983  .  34,294 

1983  _ 36,578 

1884  . 43,850 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  42,  NO.  83— FRIDAY,  APRIL  28,  1977 


21958 


NOTICES 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
Tb6  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.S.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  expected 
to  result  from  this  NOI,  frcnn  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  au- 
thOTity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  This  po¬ 
tential  regional  demand  is  estimated  in 
PEA’S  “Coal  Conversion  Study”  as  follows; 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 

(thousand 

tons) 

...  2,369 

4,449 
— _  6,811 
10,361 
...  11,906 
...  19,503 
...  19,603 
...  19,603 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  8  and  13  for  coal  with  a 
0.61-1.0%  sulfur  content  (which  includes 
the  0.8%  maximum  sulfur  content  described 
in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  Is  estimated  in  PEA’S  “Coal  Conver¬ 
sion  Study”  as  follows: 

Demand 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


(thousand 
tons) 
percent 
sulfur 
0.61  to  1.0 
...  1, 247 
...  2, 767 
...  3, 864 
...  7, 100 
...  8, 172 
...  12,331 
...  12,331 
...  12,331 


’The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.3a., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  PEA  has  found  no 
State  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  PEA’S  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  PEA’S  “Availability  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  unc(»n- 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Somerset  8  as  described  in 
paragraph  A.3.a.  above.  PEA  proposes  to  find 
that  this  imcommltted  coal  exists  in  amounts 
sufficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
additional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

Coal  for  Somerset  8  will  probably  be 
bought  frmn  producers  according  to  regional 
supply /demand  relationships  related  to  the 
powerplant’s  location  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
Districts  1  through  8  and  13.  PEA  observes, 
however,  that  the  powerplant  could  pur¬ 
chase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such  produc¬ 
tion  becomes  available.  (The  Peasibility  of 


Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7, 
1975.) 

B,  Coal  Transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplant  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
PEA  study.  Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  ’Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,  November  1976, 
(hereafter  “Transportation  Availability 
Study”)  coal  for  Somerset  8  would  probably 
come  from  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  District 
8  as  both  the  primary  and  alternate  source 
of  supply.  While  this  supply  area  is  the  near¬ 
est  available  potential  source  able  to  supply 
complying  coal  to  the  powerplant,  comply¬ 
ing  coal  can  be  transferred  by  rail  from 
other  identified  sources  within  the  United 
States.  TTie  analysis  of  transportation  avail¬ 
ability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as 
well  as  two  alternate  routes.  ’Iliese  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Routes  of  coal  shipment.  A  prinuiry 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Somerset  8  would 
originate  on  the  Norfolk  &  Western  (NW) 
Railroad  which  can  carry  the  coal  to  Nor¬ 
folk,  Virginia.  Ocean  barges  towed  by  Ex¬ 
press  Marine  on  Red  Star  Towing  and  ’Trans¬ 
portation  could  transport  the  coal  from 
N&W  Lambert’s  Point  Piers  6  or  6  to  the 
powerplant.  ’The  total  rail  distance  is  ap¬ 
proximately  400  miles,  with  a  sea  leg  of 
about  500  miles. 

One  alterfiate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  involve  criginatlng  coal  on  the  N&W  to 
Hagerstown,  Maryland,  and  taking  it  on  Con- 
rail  through  New  York  City  and  Providence, 
Rhode  Island,  to  Somerset,  Massachusetts. 

Another  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  area  would  originate  coal  from  BOM 
District  8  (West  Virginia)  to  Norfolk.  Vir¬ 
ginia,  on  N&W  and  transport  the  coal  by 
ocean  barge  to  the  plant. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  N&W,  the 
expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Som¬ 
erset  8  has  approximately  BA.OOO  hopper  cars 
with  an  estimated  average  capacity  of  86 
tons.  Using  an  average  number  of  deliveries 
of  20  per  year  per  86-ton  car,  the  N&W  may 
need  as  many  as  110  additional  cars  to  handle 
the  increased  demand  from  Somerset  8.  This 
estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad  would 
neither  have  excess  originating  capacity  nor 
obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  in  the  origi¬ 
nating  vicinity. 

Only  about  2  percent  of  the  hopper  fieet  is 
in  heavy  bad  order  and  retirement  rates 
through  1986  are  expected  to  average  approx¬ 
imately  1,200  cars/year. 

The  N&W  indicated  that  It  is  willing  to  ac¬ 
quire  any  needed  capacity  involved  in  ship¬ 
ment  to  Somerset  8  and  that  it  would  modify 
its  expansion  plans  with  demand  conditions. 
The  railroad  also  indicated  that  its  carrying 
capacity  could  be  expanded  as  quickly  as  the 
utility  prepares  to  burn  coal. 

PEA’S  “Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable. 


and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  N&W  indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  served  by  the  N&W  are  in  satisfactory 
operating  condition  and  that  loading  facili¬ 
ties  could  handle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

PEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  Coal  for  Somerset  8  would  be  brought 
by  ocean-going  barge  from  the  N&W  Lam¬ 
bert’s  Point  piers  in  Norfolk,  Virginia.  Ex¬ 
press  Marine  and  Red  Star  Towing  and  Trans¬ 
portation  have  expressed  willingness  to 
transport  the  coal  to  the  powerplant.  Existing 
barge  capacity  would  be  available  from  the 
Oulf  of  Mexico  area;  however,  new  barges 
may  have  to  be  built.  Given  sufficient  lead 
time  (2  to  3  years)  and  a  long-term  coal  ship¬ 
ping  commitment,  the  barge  companies  would 
be  willing  to  have  the  necessary  equipment 
constructed. 

’The  36-foot  depth  of  the  channel  at  the 
powerplant  is  sufficient  to  allow  delivery  by 
ocean-going  barges.  Somerset  8  has  two  coal 
unloading  towers  which  are  in  good  condi¬ 
tion  and,  when  taken  together,  are  capable 
of  unloading  600  tons  of  coal  per  hour. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  Is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since  no 
significant  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Somerset  8  presently 
exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the  re¬ 
liability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the 
affected  powerplant.  Based  on  an  analysis  of 
the  information  submitted  to  FEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  issuance 
of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Somerset  8  will 
not  impair  the  reliability  of  service  in  the 
area  served  by  the  powerplant.  This  proposed 
finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and  interpreta¬ 
tions  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 
1.  The  Somerset  Generating  Station  is  owned 
by  Montaup,  which  is  owned  by  Eastern 
Utilities  Associates,  which  is  a  member  of 
the  New  England  Power  Exchange  (NEPEX) , 
which  is  within  the  geographical  area  of  the 
New  England  Subregion  of  the  Northeast 
Power  Coordinating  Coimcll  regional  electric 
reliability  council. 

3.  The  term  “dispatching  system”  as  used 
in  the  proposed  findings  means  NEPEX. 

3.  ’The  gross  capacity  as  of  September  1976, 
of  all  dispatching  sirstem  powerplants  was 
30,841  MW.  (See  line  1,  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  period  in 
which  Somerset  8  may  implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  will  result  in  the  gross  capacity 
Indicated  on  line  3  of  attachment  1  because 
of  the  following  changes  in  the  dispatching 
system  listed  in  Table  1: 


TABM!  1 


Powerplant  designation 

Fuel 

Type  of  change 

Capacity  change 

Effective  ilalc 

(megawatt) 

Potter  2 . 

.  Oil . . 

....  Add . 

+85 

January  1!»77. 

Wyman  4 _ _ _ 

.  Oil . 

....  Add . 

+fl00 

l)eceml)er  1978. 

8eal)rook  1 _ _ 

....  Add . 

+1, 1-W 

June  1981. 

Stony  Brook  1 . 

.  Oil . 

....  Add . . 

+270 

November  l^Sl. 

.Addtd 

Total:  Mar.  1  to  Apr.  .70  period .  +2, 115 

Note.— See  line  2,  attachment  1. 
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S.  The  proposed  changes  In  Table  1,  above, 
are  baaed  on  the  best  Information  available 
to  FKA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  131-3  dated  October  36,  1976) 
at  the  time  this  NOI  is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  posslbUlty  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  Indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter* 
mined  that  In  such  event,  with  minor  modifi¬ 
cations  to  the  projected  schedule  of  changes 
conuined  In  Table  1,  as  well  as  the  New 
England  Power  Exchange  Conversion  Sched¬ 
ule  (attachment  3  to  this  NOT),  gross  capac¬ 
ity  In  the  dispatching  system  would  not  be 
significantly  affected  during  the  period  re¬ 
quired  for  conversion  of  Somerset  8.  The 
New  England  Power  Exchange  Conversion 
Schedule  Is  FBA’s  estimate  of  the  outage 
times  for  aU  the  powerplants  In  NEPEX  that 
are  currently  being  considered  for  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders.  The  schedule  assumes  outages 
for  conversion  at  those  times  that  are  opti¬ 
mally  suited.  In  terms  of  forecast  peak  load 
periods,  to  maintain  reliability  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  Forecasts  of  peak  loads  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  In 
which  Somerset  8  would  Implement  the  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  are  as  Indicated  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1. 

3.  Hie  forecast  peak  loads  have  been  com¬ 
pared  with  loads  In  previous  similar  periods. 
The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate  for  these 
forecasts  Is  6.6  percent. 

C.  Maximum  protected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outegee  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plants  Implenaentlng  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  periods  In  which  Som¬ 
erset  8  may  be  Implementing  a  Prohibition 
Order,  may  result  In  some  loss  of  capacity 
which  Is  expected  to  be  as  indicated  on  line 
4  of  attachment  1. 

3.  A  projected  outage  of  3  months  tat  the 
powerplant  Is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications.  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  should  it  become  effective.  The 
powerplant  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing 
I^Justment  fc^wlng  such  modifications. 
HiU  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed  80  days. 
To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum  reserve 
capacity,  this  projected  outage  Is  most  likely 
to  occur  during  the  year  1983.  The  potential 
loss  of  capacity  from  an  outage  of  Somerset 
8  would  be  approximately  133  MW,  (line  7, 
attachment  1),  which  is  Included  In  the  total 
outages  Indicated  on  line  6  In  attachment  1. 
(This  assumed  conversion  period  specified 
on  attachments  1  and  3  Is  shown  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  Illustration  only.) 

8.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system,  include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line  4 
of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  6  of  attachment  1)  tat  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition 
Orders,  If  the  attached  New  England  Power 
Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  Is  followed. 
Maximum  projected  outages  are  expected  to 
be  as  Indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1, 
thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity  and  re¬ 
sulting  In  a  net  dependable  capacity  for  the 
dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
Infonq^tlon,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dUpatchlng  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of  attachment 
1. 

3.  ComparlstHi  ai  this  net  dependable  ca¬ 
pacity  to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on 
line  8.  attachment  1  Indicates  that  the  re¬ 
serve  capacity  shown  on  line  10  of  attach¬ 


ment  1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching 
system. 

8.  Comparison  of  this  reserve  capacity  to 
the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8  of  at¬ 
tachment  1  results  In  a  reserve  margin  as 
Indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as  con¬ 
trasted  with  a  reserve  margin  as  Indicated 
on  line  18  of  attachment  1  If  no  unite  were 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders) . 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  considers 
this  to  be  an  acceptable  reserve  margin  tak¬ 
ing  Into  consideration  the  geognqihloal  loca¬ 
tion  of  Somerset  8. 

6.  At  the  completion  of  the  ocmverslon 
there  will  be  a  net  0.6  MW  derating  of  Somer¬ 
set  8  as  a  result  of  using  coal  as  Its  primary 
energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  Intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  1,936 
MW  Into  the  dl^atching  system.  This  capac¬ 
ity  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

B.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system  con¬ 
ditions.  Including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Somerset  8  are  as  presently  forecast  diurlng 
the  time  required  to  Implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  by  Somerset  8.  there  will  be  no 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

New  England  Power  Company,  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidiary  of  New  England  Electric 
System  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  “utility" 
and  as  “NEPOO". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  33,  1974,  Powerplants  Number  1, 
Number  3  and  Number  8  at  Salem  Harbor 
Generating  Station  (Salem  Harbor  1,  3  and 
3)  had  the  capability  and  necessary  plant 
equipment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed  find¬ 
ing  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  Interiwetations 
stated  below; 

A.  New  England  Electric  System,  In  Infor¬ 
mation  filed  with  nCA  dated  April  11.  1976, 
Indicated  that  each  powerplant  had  In  place 
on  June  23.  1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable 


Impairment  of  reliability  of  service  within 
the  meaning  of  ESBCA  In  the  area  served 
by  Montaup  or  In  the  dispatching  system 
as  a  result  of  the  Order. 

Attachment  1 

Kexp  England  power  exchange  reliability 
data — Somerset 


AMumrd  cmiverdon  period  Mar.  1-  Mrfswitu 


Apr.  30,  iyA2  cspacit  y 


1  Urass  capacity  of  NEPEX  as  of  Sept. 

1, 1»74 .  :;0,B41 

2  Added  capctcity . 2,11.5 

S  Gross  cspacit  y .  22,  U56 

4  ScheduM  outases  for  maintenance....  2,101 

A  Prqiected  outsfes  due  to  prohibiUon 

orders . . .  913 

0  .Maximum  projected  outaaes  due  to 

maintenance  and  prohibiUon  orders 
(line  4  and  line  5) . . . .  8,  Old 

7  Unit  outage.. . 122 

8  Peak  load... .  15,684 

9  Net  dependable  capacity .  19,940 

10  Reserve  capacity .  4,2.56 


11  Reserve  margin  percent  (inaiutenance 

and  proliibltion  orders) .  27.14 

12  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance 

only) .  32.97 


of  burning  coal.  The  boilers  had  been  de¬ 
signed  and  constructed  or  modified  to  burn 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  on  June  22,  1974, 
the  powerplant  may  not  have  been  burning 
coal  as  its  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  New  England 
Electric  filed  with  FEA  dated  AprU  11,  1975, 
and  othor  Information  available  to  FEIA,  the 
following  plant  equipment  or  facilities  at 
Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would  have  to  be 
acquired  or  refurbished  In  order  for  these 
powerplants  to  bum  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source: 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment. 

8.  Pulverisers,  burners  and  boilers. 

8.  Ash  handling  aqulpment. 

O.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  33. 
1974,  Salem  Harbor  1,  3  and  3  had  all  other 
significant  plant  equipment  and  facilities 
associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 


Attachment  £ 

New  England  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 


N  E  PEX  member 


Station 


Northesiit  Utilities . . Mt.  Tom . . 

Do . . . Middletown . 

Do _ _ _ _ _ _ do . . 

Do . . . . . . do . . 

Do . - . . . . Norwalk  Harbor... 

Do . do . 

The  United  ninminsting  Co . Bridgeport  Harbor. 

Do . -do . 

Do . do. . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates _ _ Somerset . . 

New  England  Electric  System . .  Brayton  Point . 

Do . - . . do . 

Do . do . . . 

Do . . . . . . Salem  Harbor . 

Do.... _ do _ _ _ 

Do _ _ _ do _ 


Unit  Assumed  conveisioii  dates 


1  March  to  April  1982 
1  March  to  April  1982 
3  May  to  June  1982 
'  I  July  to  September  1982 

1  March  te  August  1982 

2  September  to  February  1983 

1  March  to  April  1962 

2  July  to  August  1982 

8  September  to  October  1982 
8  March  to  April  1982 

1  March  to  April  1982 

2  July  to  August  1982 

8  October  to  November  1982 

1  March  to  April  1982 

2  July  to  Au^t  1982 

3  September  to  October  1982 


AppENoa 

PSOPOSEO  riNDINOS  AWB  BATIONALB  FOB  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PBOHIBITION  OROEB 

ESBCA  and  the  FRA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA'e  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplants  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket 

No. 

Owner 

Generating  station 

Unit  No.  Location 

OEU-078 

OFU-07e 

OFU-060 

New  England  Electric  System/New 
England  Power  Co. 

Salem  Harbor . 

_  1  Salem,  Mass. 

2 

8 
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D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para* 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gat  or  petroleum  products  it  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal 
at  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  In  lieu  of  petro¬ 
leum  products  or  natural  gas  Is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
This  finding  is  based  upon  the  presumption 
that  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  will  be  operated 
at  a  49  percent  capacity  factor  (this  repre¬ 
sents  a  weighted  average  of  each  power- 
plant's  projected  capacity  factor),  have  a 
remaining  useful  life  of  20  years  (as  of  the 
date  of  this  NOI),  are  expected  to  have  at 
least  15  years  remaining  useful  life  after 
conversion  of  the  powerplants,  and  on  the 
facts  and  Interpretations  stated  below; 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.  a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  Initial  capital 
Investment  costs,  exclusive  of  financing  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  acquisition  and 
refurbishment  of  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal  at  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2,  and  3  are  estimated  to  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $39,997,000  vdilch  assumes  that 
electrostatic  precipitators  will  be  required  at 
a  cost  of  $19,813,000  to  comply  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  This  estimate  is  based  on  a  PEDCo- 
Envlronmental  Specialists,  Inc.,  report  en¬ 
titled  Evaluation  Of  The  Coal  Conversion 
Potential  Of  The  Salem  Harbor  Oeneratlng 
Station,  March  28,  1977  (hereafter  “PEDCo. 
Report”). 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  Increase  In  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  Is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  approximately  $3,813,000  per 
year  including  $3,301,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  air  pollution  control  equip¬ 
ment.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  the  PEDCo. 
Report. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  information  sup¬ 
plied  in  Platts  Oilgram  Price  Service,  dated 
January  11,  1977,  the  price  of  petroleum 
products  available  to  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and 
3  is  approximately  $2.16  per  million  Btu’s  for 
oil.  This  represents  $13.41  per  barrel  of  oil, 
assuming  6.2  million  Btu's  per  barrel. 

(11)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by  NUS 
Coiporation  and  Center  for  Energy  Policy  Inc. 
the  price  of  coal  available  to  Salem  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3  is  approximately  $1.37  per  million 
Btu’s.  This  represents  $35.07  per  ton  of  coal, 
assuming  25.6  million  Btu’s  per  ton. 

(ill)  FEA  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  these  powerplants  will  result  In  the 
reduction  of  approximately  $0.79  per  million 
Btu’s,  or  $10,022,000  per  year  In  fuel  costs. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  consumption 
presuming  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  are 
operated  at  a  weighted  average  49  percent 
capacity  factor  and  with  an  average  heat 
rate  of  9,790  Btu’s  per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of 
Salem  Harbm:  1,  2  and  3,  there  will  be  an 
estimated  total  annual  Increase  in  costs  In- 
exured,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $13,500,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Salem  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3  Is  reasonable.  Financial  Impacts  of 
the  conversion  will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and 
by  the  consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
incur  additional  annual  capital  investment 


costs,  including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $9,687,000  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tized  cost  over  the  15  years  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  these  powerplants  after  conver¬ 
sion,  and  is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of 
24.2%  of  the  total  Initial  capital  investment 
of  $39,997,000)  and  additional  annual  oper¬ 
ating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs,  of  approximately  $3,813,000 
(these  figures  are  derived  from  the  figures 
In  paragraphs  A.I.  a.,  and  b.),  but  will 
experience  an  annual  fuel  cost  savings  of 
approximately  $10,022,000.  (See  paragraph 
A.1.C)  The  estimated  net  annual  increase 
In  cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3  after  conversion  will  be 
$3,478,000. 

Increased  costs  for  conversion  will  be 
mitigated  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  The 
net  result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  In 
the  cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3.  The  costs  to  the  utility 
resulting  from  the  Prohibition  Order  ulti¬ 
mately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and 
3  will  result  in  an  estimated  annual  equiva¬ 
lent  savings  of  2,046,000  barrels  of  oil  that 
otherwise  would  be  used  In  providing  steam 
for  electric  power  generation.  The  cost  of 
conversion  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  $1.70. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost  of 
producing  electricity  at  Salem  Harbor  1, 2  and 
3,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  such  Increased 
cost,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved,  is  not  unreason¬ 
able.  This  determination  is  based  on  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  substantial  savings  of  oil  that 
will  result  from  this  conversion.  The  de¬ 
termination  that  the  costs  of  converting  are 
not  unreasonable  Is  further  supported  by 
consideration  of  such  costs  In  relation  to  the 
expected  15  years  remaining  useful  life  of 
the  powerplants  after  conversion,  the  size 
and  resources  of  New  England  Electric  Sys¬ 
tem  as  examined  in  the  following  analysis 
of  financial  capability,  the  nature  of  the 
expected  operations  of  these  powerplants, 
and  potential  future  Increases  In  the  fuel 
cost  dllTerential  In  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  New  England 
Electric  System. — a.  Recovery  of  capital  in¬ 
vestment.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would  be  economically 
feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into  considera¬ 
tion  the  $116,272,000  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  required  for  New  Englana 
Electric  System  to  comply  with  this  NOI 
and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  currently 
under  consideration,  as  well  as  additional 
capital  investment  costs  related  to  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to 
Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c) 
of  ESECA  to  New  England  Electric  System 
powerplants.  FEA  related  these  additional 
capital  Investment  costs  to  New  England 
Electric  System’s  estinuite  of  Its  1977-79  con¬ 
struction  budget  of  $769  million,  the  total 
capitalization  of  New  England  Electric  Sys¬ 
tem  of  $1.4  billion,  and  the  15  years  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  after  conversion  of  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
relationship  which  exists  between  New  Eng¬ 
land  Electric  System  and  Its  subsidiaries, 
and  their  combined  financial  capabilities 
to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  TTie  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 


costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  would  be  $42,- 
540,000.  Tlxls  also  represents  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  annual  incremental  Increase  In  rev¬ 
enue  requirements  of  the  subsidiaries  of  New 
England  Electric  Systems.  (FKA  also  took  Into 
consideration  revenue  requirements  of  the 
subsidiaries  of  New  England  Electric  Systems 
resulting  from  compliance  with  all  other 
Notices  of  intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  if  any,  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESEXIiA  to 
New  England  Electric  Systems  powerplants.) 
This  estimate  of  $42,540,000  In  revenue  re¬ 
quirements  is  based  on  an  Investment 
oriented  analysis  described  In  an  Ultrasys¬ 
tems  Inc.  report  entitled  Computer  Method¬ 
ology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost  Reasonable¬ 
ness  Determination,  August  1976,  (hereafter 
‘’Ultrasystems  Computer  Model”).  The  esti¬ 
mate  Includes  an  Incremental  rate  of  return 
on  retained  earnings  which  are  Invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  Identification 
of  Possible  Financial  Effects  of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Oeneratlng  Facilities  To  The 
Use  of  Coal,  October  1976.  This  analysis  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  annual  Incremental  increase 
In  revenue  requirements  to  be  $40,129,000 
which  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on  New 
England  Electric  Sjrstem’s  financial  statement 
and  represents  revenues  required  to  offset 
any  potential  loss  In  New  England  Electric 
System’s  net  earnings  per  share  as  reported 
tar  Fiscal  Year  ending  1975.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  in 
costs  of  $42,540,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $62,383,000  attributable  to  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  cur¬ 
rently  under  consideration,  the  net  annual 
revenue  requirements  of  the  affected  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  New  England  Electric  Systems 
should  decrease  by  approximately  $19,843,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  NEPCO,  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidiary  of  New  England  Electric 
System  is  the  owner  and  operator  of  the 
Salem  Harbor  Generating  Station  and  the 
relevant  entity  for  considering  the  consumer 
Impact  of  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Salem  Harbor  1, 2  and  3. 

The  potential  Initial  Impact  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  to  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3 
Is  a  net  Increase  In  revenues  required  from 
NEPCO  con^mers  of  approximately  $0.00065 
per  kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold  by 
NEPCO.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  FEA’s 
analysis  of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 

The  actual  amount  of  the  Increase  will 
depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  Invest¬ 
ment  necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibition 
Order,  the  methods  which  New  England 
Electric  System  selects  to  finance  the  in¬ 
creased  costs  associated  with  burning  coal  as 
a  primary  energy  source  at  Salem  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3,  the  extent  to  which  the  cost  Increase 
is  spread  among  NEPCO  customers,  the  regu¬ 
lations  or  policies  of  the  regulatory  agencies 
with  Jurisdiction  over  NEPCO  regarding  in¬ 
clusion  of  such  cost  Increases  in  consumer 
rates,  the  actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost 
differential,  and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the 
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essential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectlvenees  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  powerplants  to  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environ* 
mental  protection  requirements,  PESA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Salem  Harbor  1,  S  and  3  would  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpose  of  E8ECA  to  provide 
for  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  essen¬ 
tial  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  In 
a  manner  which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest 
extent  practicable,  with  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the 
environment. 

ni.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  powerplants  during 
the  period  until  December  31,  1934. 

A.  Coal  availoMlity. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufflclent  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UJ3.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  data  show  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverabe 
(Demonstrated  Goal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1074.  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1075) 
(hereafter  ‘*B(Mf  Survey’*)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  300  billion 
tons  contain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To 
determine  when  certain  quantities  of  these 
reserves  are  expected  to  he  available,  FEA 
has  examined  several  studies,  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  ooal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  81,  1084. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sulBelent  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1080,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  Into  the  future:  however, 
the  projected  total  planned  national  ooal 
production  for  1085  already  meets  00%  of  the 
total  U.S.  demand  expected  In  1085.  With 
time,  mwe  potential  mine  develc^ments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  ooal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 

Production  potential 


Tear;  (million  tons) 

1077  .  783.  3 

1978  .  791.8 

1979  .  851.4 

1080  .  011.7' 

1981  .  080. 0 

1983  .  094.3 

1088 .  1,017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1988  .  1,030.8 


The  figures  dhown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Ooal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1978).  ’nus  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1080. 

The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1985  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,  August  1076,  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study”)  Indlcatca  current  plans  for 


nationaide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


'  Production 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  48.4 

1978  . iaa.2 

1979  . 837.1 

1080  . - . .  287.8 

1981  . . . .  344.0 

1982  .  863.9 

1083  _  390.  1 

1984  . . - . .  469.6 

1985  . - .  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  re.sulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is 
as  follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy 
Outlooli) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  698 

1978  .  730 

1979  . - . .  764 

1980  . 799 

1081  . - .  843 

1982  . 887 

1983  . 936 

1984  . 985 

1985  . —  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  as  follows 
(Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Round  I 
and  II  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,  August 
1976.  (hereafter  “Coal  Conversion  Study”) ) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  4.6 

1978  .  9.1 

1979  . . - . . 12.0 

1980  . 17.0 

1981  . 19.2 

1983  . - .  26.8 

1983  .  26.8 

1984  .  26.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA's  “Availability  Study”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3.  The 
survey  Is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  com- 
pani.'-s  that  supplied  useful  Information  on 
96  mining  units.  Responses  from  these  com¬ 
panies  Identified  planned  production  of  coal 
which  Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  companies  which  did  not  re¬ 
spond  to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  un¬ 
committed  planned  production  based  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  ooal  requirements  for 
these  powerplants.  FElA’s  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  pulverized-coal 
dry  bottom  boilers  of  the  type  used  at  Salem 
Harbor  1,  3  and  3  will  be  able  to  bum  coal 
of  the  following  characteristics  and  comply 
with  all  applicable  air  p<^lution  control  re¬ 
quirements: 


BTU’s/lb.  . » 12.  600 

Moisture  (percent)  _  *  16 

Ash  (percent) _ _ _  *30 

Volatile  (percent)  _ *15 

Ash  softening  temp.  (*F) _  *3,300 

Sulfur  (approx)  (percent) _  *0.8 


>  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
powerplants.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 


sult  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
fcrilows: 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1982  and  thereafter _ 496 

e.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  FEA  "Coal  Conversion  Study" 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A  3.a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  poten¬ 
tially  available  to  Salem  Harbor  1,  3  and  3 
In  a  nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . - . — .  8,  072 

1978  . 14,799 

1979  . . . - . 27, 186 

1980  . . - . 30, 120 

1981  . .  35,075 

1983  _ _ -  36,966 

1983  . . —  39,  440 

1984  .  46,768 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  National 
ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand  as  previ¬ 
ously  stated  In  paragraph  A.2.C.,  above.  Is: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  4. 500 

1978  _  9.  100 

1979  . . 13,000 

1980  . 17,000 

1981  .  19,200 

1982  . . 26,800 

1983  . .  38.  800 

1964  . 38,800 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3ji.,  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  (In  a  probable 
regional  supply /demand  relationship  related 
to  the  location  of  these  powerplants)  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and 
13  as  follows: 


Tear: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Production 
(thousand  tons) 

.  7, 727 

. 18.920 

.  25,389 

_  28,022 

.  32,547 

.  34,294 

. 86,678 

. .  43,250 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  charaoteristie. 
ITie  expected  regional  production  erf  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  Afia., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  Dlstrlot  1  through  ■  and  IS  expected 
to  result  from  this  NOI.  from  all  other 
Notices  at  Intention  to  Issue  Prohlbltkm 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  qC  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA.  This  po¬ 
tential  regional  demand  Is  estimated  In 
FEA's  “Ooal  Conversion  Study"  as  f^lows; 


Tear: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 


Demand 
(thousand  tons) 

_  2.389 

_  4,449 

_  6,811 

. 10,361 

. 11,906 
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Demand 

Year :  ( thousand  tons ) 

1982  . . 19,  603 

1983  _ 19,508 

1984  . - .  19,603 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  sulfur  characteristic.  The  po¬ 
tential  regional  demand  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  8  and.  13  for  coal  with  a 
0.61-1.0  percent  sulphur  content  (which  In¬ 
cludes  the  0.8  percent  maximum  sulfur  con¬ 
tent  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above) 
resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intentlcm  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders 
to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  estimated  In  FEA’s 
“Coal  Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
Percent  sulfur 
0.61  to  1.0 

.  1,237 

.  2, 767 

.  3, 854 

.  7, 100 

.  8, 172 

. 12,831 

. 12,331 

. 12,331 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.3a.. 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac¬ 
teristics. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
advwsely  affect  these  production  figures, 
and  none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s 
attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  '‘AvallabUlty  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3 
as  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  this  uncommitted  coal 
exists  In  amounts  sufficient  in  any  year  to 
meet  the  estimated  additional  demand  for 
coal,  both  nationally  and  from  these  Dis¬ 
tricts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all 
other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  bought  from  producers  according  to 
regional  supply/  demand  relationships  re¬ 
lated  to  the  powerplants’  locations  fron 
Btuoau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and 
IS.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  these  power- 
planM  could  purchase  cocil  In  other  markets 
as  such  production  becomes  available.  (The 
Feaslhlllty  of  Considering  Expanded  Dae  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
DtiUties  in  ttie  Period  1978  and  Beyond, 
Behoof  of  Engineering,  Dnlvendty  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania.  Nowember  7,  1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
PEA  stody,  Utmty  Analysis  of  Coal  Trans- 
portataon  Availability.  November  1976  (here¬ 
after  ‘nYansportatlon  Availability  Study”), 
eoal  for  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  8  would  prob¬ 
ably  come  from  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  Dis¬ 
trict  8  as  the  primary  eource  of  supply  and 
from  District  IS  as  the  alternate  source  of 
supply.  While  these  supply  areas  are  the 
nearest  available  potential  sources  able  to 
supply  complying  coal  to  these  powerplants, 
complying  coal  can  be  transferrecS  by  rail 
from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
Dnlted  Btatea.  TTm  analysis  of  tranqxHtatlon 


availability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  ’These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transpmtatlon 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  for  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  8 
would  originate  on  the  Norfolk  &  Western 
(N&W)  Railroad  to  Norfolk,  Virginia.  Ocean 
barges  towed  by  Express  Marine  or  Red  Star 
Towing  and  Transportation  could  transport 
the  coal  from  N&W’s  Lambert’s  Point  Piers  6 
or  6  to  the  plant.  Tbe  total  rail  distance  Is 
approximately  AOO  miles,  with  a  marme  leg 
C'f  about  650  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  involve  originating  coal  on  the  NAW 
via  Hagerstown,  Maryland,  taking  Ctonrall 
through  New  York  City  to  Boston.  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  and  to  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  via 
the  Boston  and  Maine  Corporation  Railroad. 

Another  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  would  be  to  originate  coal  from  BOM 
District  13  to  Bristol,  Virginia,  via  Southern 
Railway,  on  to  Norfolk,  Virginia,  via  NAW, 
and  then  by  ocean  barge  to  Salem,  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

8.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  NAW,  the 
expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3.  has  approslmately  64,000 
hopper  ears  with  an  estimated  average  eapae- 
Ity  of  85  tons.  Using  an  average  number  of 
deliveries  of  20  per  year  per  86-ton  car,  the 
NAW  may  need  as  many  as  290  additional 
cars  to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from 
Salem  Harbor  1, 2  and  3. 

’This  estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad 
would  neither  have  excess  originating  capac¬ 
ity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  in  the 
originating  vicinity. 

Only  about  2  percent  of  the  hopper  fleet 
is  in  heavy  bad  order  and  retirement  rates 
through  1986  are  expected  to  average  ap¬ 
proximately  1,200/year.  Tbe  NAW  indicated 
that  It  is  willing  to  acquire  any  needed  ca¬ 
pacity  involved  In  shipment  to  Salem  Har¬ 
bor  1,  2  and  3  and  that  It  would  modify  Its 
expansion  plans  with  demand  conditions.  The 
railroad  also  indicated  that  Its  carrying  ca¬ 
pacity  could  be  expanded  as  quickly  as  the 
utility  prepares  to  burn  coal. 

FEA’s  "TranspcK’tatlon  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be 
no  major  constraints  In  transporting  coal. 
The  study  examined  existing  rail  transpor¬ 
tation  car  capacity,  water  transportatlcm  ca¬ 
pacity,  including  unloading  docks,  where  ap¬ 
plicable,  and  took  Into  account  projections 
made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated 
demand  for  all  types  of  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  assuming  all  powerplants  studied 
were  to  receive  orders  under  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

’The  NAW  Indicated  that  transpwtation 
facilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM 
District  8  are  In  satisfactory  operating  con¬ 
dition  and  that  loading  facilities  could  han¬ 
dle  the  required  coal  volumes. 


FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in- 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  potoerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  Coal  for  Salem  Harbor  1.  2  and  8 
would  be  barged  by  Express  Marine  or  Red 
Star  Towing  and  Transportation  to  the 
powerplants  from  the  NAW  Lambert’s  Point 
Piers  In  Norfolk.  Virginia.  Ocean-gmng 
barges  of  23,000  tons  would  be  vised.  Existing 
barge  capacity  would  be  available  from  the 
Qulf  of  Mexico  areas;  however,  new  bargee 
may  have  to  be  built.  Barge  companies  are 
willing  to  build  the  necessary  equipment, 
given  a  2  to  3  year  lead  time  and  a  long-term 
coal  shipping  commitment. 

Salem  Harbor  1.  8  and  8  haa  sufflclent 
decking  space  to  acccunmodate  inland  barges. 
New  England  Electric  System  has  Indicated 
that  the  bulkhead  and  wharf  would  need  Im¬ 
provements  and  repairing.  It  Is  expected 
that  these  repairs  can  be  accomplished  prior 
to  the  effective  date  for  eoal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  eoal  to  Salem  Harbor  1.  2  and  8. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  tbs  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  SKpeeted  to  be  la  effect 
since  no  significant  oonstralnta  to  eoal  deliv¬ 
ery  over  the  primary  route  to  Salem  Harbor 
1,  2  and  3  presently  exist  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the  reli¬ 
ability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the 
affected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  analysis  of 
the  information  submitted  to  FEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  mA  proposes  to  find  that  the  Issuance 
of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Salem  Harbor  1,  2 
and  3  will  not  Impair  the  reliability  of  service 
In  the  area  served  by  these  pow^plants.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  In¬ 
terpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 
1.  ’The  Salem  Harbor  Generating  Station  Is 
owned  by  NEPCO,  which  Is  owned  by  New 
England  Electric  System,  which  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  New  England  Power  Exchange 
(NEPEX),  which  Is  within  the  geographical 
area  of  the  New  England  Subregion  of  the 
NOTtheast  Power  Coordinating  Council  re¬ 
gional  electric  reliability  council. 

a.  1116  term  “dispatching  system”  as  used 
In  tlie  proposed  finding  means  NEPEX. 

3.  Hie  gross  capacity  as  of  September  1976, 
of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants  was 
20341  MW.  (See  line  1.  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed  changes  un  to  the  period  in 
which  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  8  may  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  will  result  In  the 
gross  capacities  indicated  on  line  3  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  because  of  the  following  changes  In 
the  dispatching  system  listed  In  Table  1: 


Table  1 


Powerplant  designation  Fuel  Type  o(  change  Capacity  change  Effective  date 

(megawatt) 


Potter  2 . 

Wyman  4 . . 

. Oil . 

. Oil . 

. Add . 

. Add . 

. Add . 

. 

Oil  _ 

. Add . 

. Add . 

Pilgrim  2 . 

. Add . 

+96  January  1977. 
+600  December  1978. 
+1,150  June  1981. 

+270  Novembe  1981. 
+1,160  May  1982. 
+1,180  October  1962. 


Totals: 

Mar.  1  to  Apr.  30, 1982 . 

July  1  to  Aug.  81,1982 . 

Sept.  1  to  Oct.  31,  1982 . 

Note.— See  tine  2,  attachment  I. 


AdM 
+2.115 
+8,265 
+4, 445 
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6.  The  proposed  chsnges  In  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  Information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12B-3  dated  Octobo-  35,  1976) 
at  the  time  this  NOI  Is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  Indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter* 
mined  that  In  such  event,  with  minor 
modifications  to  the  projected  schedule  of 
changes  contained  In  Table  1,  as  well  as  the 
New  England  Power  Exchange  Conversion 
Schedule  (attachment  3  to  this  NOI),  gross 
capacity  In  the  dispatching  system  would  not 
be  significantly  affected  during  the  •  period 
required  for  conversion  of  Salem  Harbor  1, 

3  and  3.  ITie  New  England  Power  Exchange 
Conversion  Schedule  Is  FEA’s  estimate  of 
the  outage  times  for  all  the  powerplants  In 
NEPEX  that  are  currently  being  considered 
for  Prohibition  Orders.  The  schedule  assumes 
outages  for  conversion  at  those  times  that 
are  optimally  suited.  In  terms  of  fm-ecast 
peak  load  periods,  to  maintain  reliability  of 
service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  Forecasts  of  peak  loads  for  the 
dispatching  svstem  during  the  period  In 
which  Salem  Harbor  1,  3  and  3  would  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  are  as  Indicated  on 
line  8  of  attachment  1. 

3.  The  forecast  peak  loads  have  been  com¬ 
pared  with  loads  In  previous  similar  periods. 
The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate  for  these 
forecasts  Is  5.6  percent. 

O.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages,  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plants  Implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  periods  In  which 
Salem  Harbor  1,  3  and  3  may  be  Implement¬ 
ing  a  Prohibition  Order,  may  result  In  some 
loss  of  capacity  which  Is  expected  to  be  as 
Indicated  on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  3  months  for  each 
powerplant  Is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications.  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  should  It  become  effective.  The 
powerplants  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing  and 
adjiutment  following  such  modifications. 
This  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed  30  days. 
To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum  reserve 
capacity,  these  projected  outages  are  most 
likely  to  occur  during  the  year  1982.  The  po¬ 
tential  loss  of  capacity  from  an  outage  of 
either  Salem  Harbor  1,  3  or  3  would  be  ap¬ 
proximately  83  MW,  for  1  or  2,  and  156  MW 
for  3  (line  7  attachment  1)  which  Is  Included 
In  the  total  outages  Indicated  on  line  6  of 
attachment  1.  It  Is  expected  that  Salem  Har¬ 
bor  1,  3  and  3  will  be  Implementing  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  at  different  times. 

3.  Maximum,  projected  outages  within  the 
dlqratchlng  system  Include  lUM'mal  sched¬ 
uled  nuilntenance  for  all  powerplants  (line 

4  of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  5  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition 
Orders,  If  the  attached  New  England  Power 
Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  Is  followed. 
Maximum  projected  outages  are  expected  to 
be  aa  indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1, 
thereby  reducing  the  gross  ciq>aclty  and  re¬ 
sulting  In  a  net  dependable  capacity  for  the 
dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
InfcM’matlon,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

3.  Comparing  these  net  dependable  capac¬ 
ities  to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on 


line  8,  attachment  I  Indleates  that  the 
reserve  capacities  shown  on  line  10  of  at¬ 
tachment  1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching 
system. 

3.  Comparison  of  these  reserve  capacities 
to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  results  In  reserve  margins 
as  Indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as 
contrasted  with  reserve  margins  as  Indi¬ 
cated  on  line  13  of  attachment  1  If  no  units 
were  removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders) . 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  consid¬ 
ers  these  to  be  acceptable  reserve  margins 
taking  Into  consideration  the  geographical 
location  of  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3. 

6.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  1 .68  NW  derating  of  Salem 


Harbor  1,  2  and  3  as  a  result  of  using  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  Intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  1,935 
MW  Into  the  dispatching  system.  This  capa¬ 
city  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system  con¬ 
ditions,  Including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3,  are  as  presently 
forecast  during  the  time  required  to  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  by  Salem  Harbor 
1,  3  and  3,  there  will  be  no  Impairment  of 
reliability  of  service  within  the  meaning  of 
ESECA  In  the  area  served  by  NEIPCO  or  in  the 
dispatching  system  as  a  result  of  the  Order. 


Atlachmeut  1 

New  England  power  exchange  reliability  data — Salem  Harbor 


Assumed  conversion  periods  meftawstt  capacity 

1962  1982  1982 

Mar.  1-A*pr.  30  July  l-Aiig.  31  Sept.  1-Oct.  31 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 


dross  capacity  of  NEPEX  as  of  Sept.  1,  1976 . . 

Added  caincity . 

dross  capacity . 

Scheduled  outages  for  maintenance . 

Projected  outages  due  to  prohibition  orders . 

Maximum  projected  outages  due  to  maintenance  and 

and  prohibition  orders  (line  4  plus  line  S) . 

Unit  outage . 

Peak  load . . 

Net  dependable  capacity . 

Reserve  capacity. . . . . 

Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  and  prohibition 

orders) . 

Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  only) . 


20,841 

20,841 

20,841 

2,115 

3,-265 

4,445 

22,956 

34, 106 

35,286 

2,101 

687  ^ 

3,603 

965 

1,039 

1,598 

3,066 

1,7-26 

5,201 

82 

83 

156 

15,684 

18,533 

17, 162 

19,890 

22,380 

20,085 

4,206 

3,847 

2,923 

28.82 

20.76 

17.03 

32. 97 

26.36 

■26.34 

Attachment  2 

New  England  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 
NEPEX  memlter  Station  Unit  Assumed  conversion  dates 


Northeast  Utilities . . . . . —  Mt.  Tom.. . 

bo . West  Springfield... 

Do . do . 

Do .  Middletown . 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 

Do . . . Norwalk  Harbor.. 

Do . do . 

The  United  Illuminating  Co .  Bridgeport  Harbor 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates _  Somerset - 

New  England  Electric  System .  Brayton  Point - 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 

Do .  Salem  Harbor . 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 


1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  Do. 

3  July  to  August  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  May  to  June  1982. 

3  July  to  September  1983. 

1  March  to  August  1982. 

2  September  to  February  1963. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 

8  March  to  April  1982. 

1  Do. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  October  to  November  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1962. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 


C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages,  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plsmts  implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  periods  lit  which 
Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  may  be  Implement¬ 
ing  a  Prohibition  Order,  may  result  In  some 
loss  of  capacity  which  Is  expected  to  be  as  In¬ 
dicated  on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  3  months  fbr  each 
powerplant  la  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications.  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  should  it  become  effective.  The 
powerplants  may  be  less  than  fully  dependa¬ 
ble  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing  and 
adjustment  following  such  modifications. 
This  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed  30 
days.  To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum  re¬ 
serve  capacity,  these  projected  outages  are 
moat  likely  to  occur  during  the  year  1982. 
The  potential  loss  of  capacity  from  an  out¬ 


age  of  either  Salem  Harbor  1,  3  or  3  would 
be  approximately  82  MW,  for  1  or  2,  and  156 
MW  for  3  (line  7  attachment  1).  ITie  poten¬ 
tial  loss  of  capacity  from  a  combined  outage 
of  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would  be  i^proxl- 
mately  330  MW.  This  represents  the  maxi¬ 
mum  potential  loss  due  to  outages  at  these 
powerplants,  but  It  Is  expected  that  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3  will  be  Implementing  a 
Prohibition  Order  at  different  times.  This 
maximum  potential  loss  of  320  MW  is  In¬ 
cluded  In  the  total  outages  Indicated  on  line 
6  of  attachment  1.  (The  assumed  conversion 
period  specified  xm  attachment  1  and  2  Is 
shown  for  purpose  of  Illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  sjretem  include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line 
4  of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  5  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition 
Orders,  If  the  attached  New  England  Power 
Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  Is  followed. 
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Maximum  projected  outages  are  expected  to 
be  as  Indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1, 
thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity  and  re¬ 
sulting  In  a  net  dependable  capacity  for  the 
dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis~ 
patching  tystem.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
Information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

3.  Comparing  these  net  dependable  capac¬ 
ities  to  the  f(^ecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line 
8,  attachment  1  Indicates  that  the  reserve  ca¬ 
pacities  shown  on  line  10  of  attachment  1 
would  exist  for  the  dispatching  system. 

3.  Comparison  of  these  reserve  capacities 
to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1  results  In  reserve  margins  as  In¬ 
dicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as  con¬ 
trasted  with  reserve  margins  as  Indicated  on 
line  12  of  attachment  1  if  no  units  were  re¬ 
moved  from  service  due  to  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders). 


4.  The  Federal  Power  Cwnmlsslon  considers 
these  to  be  acceptable  reserve  margins  tak¬ 
ing  Into  consideration  the  geographical  loca¬ 
tion  of  Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3. 

&.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  1.68  MW  derating  of  Salem 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3  as  a  result  of  using  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  Intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  1,925 
MW  Into  the  dispatching  system.  This  capac¬ 
ity  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system  con¬ 
ditions,  including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Salem  Harbor  1,  2  and  3,  are  as  presently 
forecast  during  the  time  required  to  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  by  Salem  Harbor 
1,  2  and  3,  there  will  be  no  Impairment  of 
reliability  of  service  within  the  meaning  of 
ESECA  in  the  area  served  by  NEPCO  or  In 
the  dispatching  system  as  a  result  of  the 
Order. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  baaed  on  the  InformatUm  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  this  Notice  In¬ 
tension  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Chrder. 

Holy<Ae  Water  Power  Co.,  a  ediolly-owned 
subsidiary  4>t  Northeast  UOlltles,  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “utility"  and  as 
“HWPCO". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  Jime  22,  1674,  Powerplant  Number  1  at 
Mt.  Tom  Generating  Statkm  (Mt.  Tom  1) 
had  the  capability  and  nocessary  plant 
equipment  to  bum  coal.  This  proposed  find¬ 
ing  is  based  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below: 

A.  Ncu’theast  Utilities  In  Information  filed 
with  FEA  dated  April  11,  1675,  Indicated 
that  this  powerplant  had  In  place  on  June 
22,  1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capshle  of  bimn- 
Ing  coal.  The  boUer  had  been  designed  and 
constructed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1674,  the  powerplant 
may  not  have  been  burning  coal  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Northeast  Utili¬ 
ties  filed  with  FEA  dated  AprU  11,  1975,  and 
other  Information  available  to  FEA,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  plant  equipment  or  facilities  at  Mt. 
Tom  1  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refur¬ 
bished  in  order  for  this  powerplant  to  bum 
coal  as  its  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment 

2.  Pulverizer,  burners  and  boilers 

3.  Ash  handling  equipment 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22. 
1974,  Mt.  Tom  1  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  quipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn,  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  oS  coal  at 
Mt.  Tom  1  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or 
natural  gas  Is  practicable  and  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This  finding  Is 
based  upon  the  presumptlcm  that  Mt.  Tom 
1  will  be  operated  at  an  81  percent  capacity 
factor,  has  a  remaining  useful  life  of  30 
years  (as  of  the  date  of  this  NOI),  Is  ex¬ 
pected  to  have  at  least  15  years  remaining 
useful  life  after  conversion  of  the  power- 
plants  and  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below. 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  *1110  total  Ini¬ 
tial  capital  Investment  costs,  exclusive  of 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Mt.  Tom  1  Is  estimated  to  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $13,621,000,  which  assuntes  that  an 
electrostatic  precipitator  will  be  required  at 
a  cost  of  $7,368,000  to  comply  with  the  air 
pollution  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  a  PEDCo-Envlron- 
mental  E^clallsts  Inc.  report  entitled  Eval¬ 
uation  Of  The  Coal  Conversion  Potential  For 
The  Mt.  Tom  Plant,  March  17,  1977,  (here¬ 
after  “PEDCo.  Report”) . 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  Increase  In  operating  and  maln- 


Attachment  1 

New  England  power  exchange  reliability  data — Salem  Harbor 

Assumed  conversion  periods  (megawatt  eapacity) 


1962,  Mar.  1- 
Apr.  30 

1982,  July  1- 
Aug.  31 

1982,  Sept.  1- 
Oct.31 

1  Gross  Capacity  o(  NEPEX  as  ol 9/1/76 . 

20,841 

20,841 

20,841 

2  Added  capacity . . . . 

2,115 

3,265 

4,445 

8  Oroes  cap^ty . 

22,956 

24, 106 

25,286 

4  Schedule  outages  for  maintenance . . . 

2,101 

687 

8,603 

5  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibition  orders . 

6  Maximum  projected  outages  due  to  maintenance  and 

915 

925 

1,598 

prohibition  orders  (line  4  plus  line  S) . . . . 

3,016 

1,612 

5, 201 

7  Unit  outage . . . 

82 

82 

156 

8  Peak  load . 

15,684 

18, 5.^3 

17, 162 

9  Net  dependable  capacity  . . . . . . 

19,940 

221494 

20,085 

10  Reserve  capacity _ _ _ 

11  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  and  prohibition 

4,256 

3,961 

2,923 

orders) . . . . . 

27. 14 

21.37 

17.03 

12  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  only) _ _ 

32.97 

26.36 

26.34 

Attachment  i 

New  England  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 


NEPEX  member 


Station 


Unit  Assumed  conversion  dates 


Northeast  Utilities .  Mt.  Tom . 

Do _ _ Middleton . . 

Do _ _ do . . 

Do . . . . . do . . . 

Do . . . .  Norwalk  Harbor... 

Do . do . 

The  United  Illuminating  Co . . . Bridgeport  Harbor. 

Do _ do . . 

Do . . do . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates . Somerset . 

New  England  Electric  System .  Brayton  Point . . 

Do . . . . . . . . . do . . 

Do . . . . do . . . 

Do _ _ _  Salem  Harbor _ 

Do . . do . 

Do . . do . 


1  March  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  May  to  June  1982. 

3  July  to  September  1982. 

1  March  to  August  1982. 

2  September  to  February  1983. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 

8  March  to  April  1982.  . 

1  March  to  A^l  19ffi. 

2  July  to  Auimst  1%2. 

3  October  to  November  1962. 

1  March  to  April  1962. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

8  8e|^ml>er  to  October  1982. 


APPBNont 

ntOPOSED  FINDINGS  AND  BATIONALE  FOB  NOnCE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PBOHIBmON  OBDEB 
ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket 

No. 


Owner 


(Jenerating  station 


Unit  No. 


Location 


OFU-OBS..  Northeast  Utilities/Holyoke  Water  Mount  Tom. 
Power  Co. 


1  Holyoke,  Mass. 
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tananc*  eosts,  excliuive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  Is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  approximately  9754,000  per  year 
Including  9407,000  for  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  air  pollution  control  equipment. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  the  PEDCo.  Report. 

c.  Fuel  costa.  (1)  Based  on  Information 
supplied  by  Northeast  Utilities,  the  price  of 
petroleum  products  available  to  Mt.  Tom  1 
powerplant  Is  approximately  92.30  per  million 
BTU's  for  oil.  This  represents  914.30  per  bar¬ 
rel  of  oil,  assuming  6.24  million  BTU’s  per 
barrel. 

(II)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by 
NUS  CcMToratlon  and  the  Center  for  En¬ 
ergy  Policy,  Inc.,  the  price  of  coal  available 
to  the  Mt.  Tom  1  powerplant  Is  approxlnuite- 
ly  91.37  per  million  BTU’s.  This  represents 
935.07  per  ton  of  coal,  assuming  35.0  million 
B’TU'S  per  ton. 

(III)  FEA  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  this  powerplant  will  result  In  the 
reductlcm  of  approximately  90.92  cents  per 
million  BTU’s,  or  99,512,0(X)  per  year  In  fuel 
costs.  ’This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  con¬ 
sumption  presuming  Mt.  Tom  1  ^s  operated 
at  an  81  percent  capacity  factor  with  an  aver¬ 
age  heat  rate  of  9,912  per  B’TU’s  per  kilo¬ 
watt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of  Mt. 
Tom  1,  there  will  be  an  estimated  total  an¬ 
nual  Increase  in  costs  Incurred,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs,  of  approximately  94,071,000. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  costa  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Mt.  Tom  i  Is  rea¬ 
sonable.  Financial  Impacts  of  the  conver¬ 
sion  will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by  the 
consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
Incur  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs.  Including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  93,3317.000  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tized  cost  over  the  15  years  remaining  useful 
life  of  this  powerplant  after  conversion,  and 
Is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  24.4%  of 
the  total  Initial  capital  Investment  of  913,- 
631,000)  and  additional  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of 
approximately  9754,000  (these  figures  are 
derived  from  the  figures  In  paragraphs  A.l.a., 
and  b.),  but  will  experience  an  annual  fuel 
cost  savings  of  approximately  99,513,000.  (See 
paragraph  A.l.c.).  Considering  the  fuel  cost 
savings,  the  total  annual  cost  of  operating 
Mt.  ’Tom  1  should  be  reduced  by  95,441.000. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  It  Is 
estimated  that  there  will  be  an  overall  net 
decrease  In  the  cost  of  producing  electricity 
at  Mt.  Tom  1.  The  costs  to  the  utility  result¬ 
ing  from  a  Prohibition  Order  ultimately  will 
be  recovered  In  rates. 

’The  use  of  coal  at  Mt.  Tom  1  will  result  In 
estimated  annual  equivalent  savings  of 
1,657,000  barrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would 
be  used  In  providing  steam  for  electric  power 
generation. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
creased  annual  capital  Investment  costs  and 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  the 
powerplant  are  offset  by  the  current  fuel  cost 
differential  between  oil  and  coal  burning  at 
this  powerplant,  and  potential  future  In¬ 
creases  In  the  fuel  cost  differential  In  favor  of 
coal,  the  additional  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Northeast  Util¬ 
ities. — a.  Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  compllanoe  with  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  to  Mt.  Tom  1  would  be  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into 
consideration  the  9116,975,000  additional 
capital  Investment  costs  required  for  North¬ 
east  Utilities  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and 
all  other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under 


consideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESBCA  to  North¬ 
east  Utilities  powerplants.  FEA  related  these 
additional  capital  Investment  costs  to  North¬ 
east  Utilities’  estimate  of  Its  1977-79  con¬ 
struction  budget  of  9565  million,  the  total 
capitalization  of  Northeast  Utilities  of  93.3 
billion,  and  the  15  years  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Mt.  Tom  1. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financing 
relations  which  exists  between  Northeast 
Utilities  and  Its  subsidiaries,  and  their  com¬ 
bined  financial  capabilities  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  ’The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which 
are  currently  under  consideration  would  be 
955,807,000.  ’This  also  represents  the  total 
estimated  annual  Incremental  Increase  In 
revenue  requirements  of  the  subsidiaries  of 
Northeast  Utilities.  (FEA  also  took  Into  con¬ 
sideration  revenue  requirements  of  the  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  Northeast  Utilities  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  if 
any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  3  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Northeast 
Utilities  powerplants.)  ’This  estimate  of 
955,807,000  In  revenue  requirements  Is  based 
on  an  Investment  oriented  analysis  described 
In  an  Ultrasystems  Inc.  report  entitled  Com¬ 
puter  Methodology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost 
Reasonableness  Determination,  August  1976, 
(hereafter  “Ultrasystems  Computer  Model”). 
The  estimate  includes  an  Incremental  rate  of 
return  on  retained  earnings  which  are  In¬ 
vested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  a  Price  Waterhouse 
and  Co.  report  entitled  Identification  Of 
Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting  Cer¬ 
tain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  ’The 
Use  Of  Coal,  October  1976.  ’This  analysis  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  annual  Incremental  In¬ 
crease  In  revenue  requirements  to  be  947,- 
053,000,  which  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on 
Northeast  Utilities’  financial  statement  and 
represents  revenues  required  to  offset  any 
potential  loss  In  Northeast  Utilities’  net 
earnings  per  share  as  reported  fiMr  Fiscal  Year 
ending  1976.) 

’ITie  total  estimated  annual  Increase  In 
costs  of  956,807,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approxi¬ 
mately  961,900,000  attributable  to  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's  cur¬ 
rently  under  consideration,  the  net  annual 
revenue  requirements  of  the  affected  subsidi¬ 
aries  of  Northeast  Utilities  should  decrease 
by  approximately  96,097,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  The  HWPCO,  a  whol¬ 
ly-owned  subsidiary  of  Northeast  Utilities, 
Is  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  Mt.  Tom 
generating  station  and  the  relevant  entity 
for  considering  the  consumer  Impact  of  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Mt. 
Tom  1. 

Tlie  potential  Initial  Impact  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Mt.  Tom  1  Is  a  net  decrease 
In  revenues  required  from  HWPCO  consum¬ 


ers  of  approximately  90.(X)381  per  kilowatt 
hour  of  electricity  sold  by  HWPCO. 

Tills  estimate  Is  based  on  FEA’s  analysis 
of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model.  Tlie 
actual  amount  of  the  decrease  will  depend 
on  the  actual  amount  of  the  Investment 
necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der,  the  methods  which  Northeast  Utilities 
selects  to  finance  the  Increased  costs  asso¬ 
ciated  with  burning  coal  as  a  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source  at  Mt.  Tom  1,  the  extent  to 
which  the  cost  decrease  Is  spread  among 
HWPCO  customers,  the  regulations  or  poli¬ 
cies  of  the  regulatory  agencies  with  Juris¬ 
diction  over  HWPCO  regarding  Inclusion  of 
such  cost  decreases  In  consumer  rates,  the 
actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost  differential, 
and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Mt.  Tom  1  will  discourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
prcq>oses  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  powerplant  to  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environ¬ 
mental  protection  requirements.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Mt.  Tom  1  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is 
consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  powerplant  during 
the  period  until  December  31,  19S4. — A.  Coal 
availability. 

1.  National  coal  reserves.  United  States  coal 
reserves  are  more  than  sufficient  to  supply 
national  needs  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Mines  data  show  a  demonstrated  coal  re¬ 
serve  base  of  over  400  billion  tons,  over  half 
of  which  is  currently  technically  and  eco¬ 
nomically  recoverable,  (Demonstrated  Coal 
Reserve  Base  of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur 
Category,  on  January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of 
Mines  (May  1975)  (hereafter  “BOM  Sur¬ 
vey’’!).  Within  these  recoverable  reserves  ap¬ 
proximately  200  billion  tons  contain  1  per¬ 
cent  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  determine 
when  certain  quantities  of  these  reserves  are 
expected  to  be  available,  FEA  has  examined 
several  studies,  referenced  herein,  which  to¬ 
gether  provide  the  best  current  evidence  as 
to  coal  availability  for  the  period  ending 
December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  produc¬ 
ing  companies)  shows  that  there  should  be 
sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1986 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  U.S. 
demand  expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned  pro¬ 
duction. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
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to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  leaat  the 
following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  _ _ _  732.  3 

1978  . 791.6 

1979  .  851.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  . .  960.  0 

1982  . 994.3 

1983  . .  1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  . 1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
PEA’S  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
understlmate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Sunply  Through  1985  by  Qtiality  Char¬ 
acteristics,  August  1976  (hereafter  (Avail¬ 
ability  Study”),  indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (Million  tons) 

1977  .  48. 4 

1978  .  122.2 

1979  . 237.1 

1980  . 287.3 

1981  . - . . . . .  344.0 

1982  . 363.9 

1983  .  390.  1 

1984  .  469.6 

1985  .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 
look)  : 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 
,  1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Demand 
(Million  tons) 

. .  698 

.  730 

.  764 

.  799 

.  842 

.  887 

.  935 

.  985 

. . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all 
other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2{a)  of  ESECA  is  as 
follows  (Coal  Availability  and  Demand: 
Round  I  and  II  Coal  Conversion  Candidates, 
August  1976,  (hereafter  “Coal  Conversion 
Study"!) : 


Year: 


Demand 
(million  tons) 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


4.5 
9.  1 
12.0 
17.0 
19.2 

26.8 

26.8 

26.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  "Availability  Study”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  this  Mt.  Tom  1.  The  survey  is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that 
supplied  useful  information  on  96  mining 
units.  Responses  from  these  companies  iden¬ 
tified  planned  production  of  coal  which  is 


not  now  commltteed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
powerplant.  FEA’s  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  a  pulverized-coal  dry 
bottom  boiler  of  the  type  used  at  Mt.  Tom 
1,  will  be  able  to  burn  coal  of  the  following 
characteristics  and  comply  with  all  applicable 
air  pollution  control  requirements: 


BTU’s  lb . - . - . ‘  12, 100 

Moisture  (percent) -  *15 

Ash  (percent) -  *20 

Volatile  (percent) -  >15 

Ash  softening  (temp.)  ('F) -  >2,200 

Sulfur  (approx.)  (percent) -  *0.8 


>  Minimum. 

=  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
powerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1982  and  thereafter _  404 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  FEA  "Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  poten¬ 
tially  available  to  Mt.  Tom  1  in  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . . .  8,289 

1978  . .  18,806 

1979  _  30,825 

1980  _  36,  478 

1981  .  44,688 

1982  .  47,439 

1983  . . . 61,  600 

1984  _ I _  69,879 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding.  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  National 
ESECA  prohibition  Order  demand  as  previ¬ 
ously  stated  in  paragraph  A.2.C.,  above,  is: 


Demqnd 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  4,600 

1978  _ _ 1...  9,  100 

1979  _ ■_ _ 12.000 

1980  _  17,000 

1981  .  19,200 

1982  _  26,800 

1983  _ 26,800 

1984  .  26,800 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Mt.  ’Tom  1  (in  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  this  powerplant)  from  Bureau  Mines  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  8  and  13  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  7.  917 

1978  .  14,  869 

1980  .  32,  217 

1981  . 38,  463 

1982  . . .  41,059 

1983  . 44,  915 

1984  .  62, 387 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  denaand  for  coal 
re-rardless  of  characteristic  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  District  1  through  8  and  13  expected 
to  result  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders 
to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  3(a)  of  ESECA. 

This  potential  regional  demand  is  esti¬ 
mated  in  FEA's  “Coal  Conversion  Study”  as 


follows : 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  2,  369 

1978  .  4,449 

1979  .  6,811 

1980  . . .  10,361 

1981  . . . .  11,906 

1982  . .  19,  803 

1983  . .  19,  803 

1984  .  19.  603 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  ’The 
potential  regional  demand  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  8  and  13  for  coal  with  a 
0.61-1.0%  sulfur  content  (which  includes  the 
0  8%  maximum  sulfur  content  described  in 
paragraph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA 
is  estimated  in  FEA’s  "Coal  Conversion 
Study”  as  follows: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  splfur 


Year:  0.61  to  1.0 

1977  .  1,247 

1978  _ _ 3.  767 

1979  .  3.  864 

1980  .  7, 100 

1981  .  8.  172 

1982  .  12.  331 

1983  . 12,331 

1984  . 12.  331 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragranh  A.3.e., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  theee  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  "Availability  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13,  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Mt.  Tom  1  as  described  in 
paragraph  A.3.a.  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find 
that  this  uncommitted  coal  exists  in  amounts 
sufficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
additional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  is¬ 
sue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA 

Coal  for  Mt.  Tom  1  will  probably  bo 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply,  demand  relationships  related  to  the 
powerplant’s  location  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
Districts  1  through  8  and  13.  FEA  observes, 
however,  that  the  powerplant  could  purchase 
coal  in  other  markets  as  such  production 
becomes  available.  (TThe  Feasibility  of  Con¬ 
sidering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal  by 
Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engi- 
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neerlng,  XJnlvtralty  of  PeiuisjrlTmnU,  Novem¬ 
ber  7, 1976.) 

B.  Cool  TranaportatUm.  1.  I^ation  o/  plant 
and  coal  tupply.  Based  on  an  FEA  study, 
Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  Transportation 
Availability,  November  1970,  (hereafter 
"Transportation  Availability  Study”),  coal 
for  Mt.  Tom  1  would  probably  come  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  District  8  as  both 
the  primary  and  alternate  source  of  supply. 
While  this  supply  area  is  the  nearest  avail¬ 
able  potential  source  able  to  supply  comply¬ 
ing  coal  to  this  powerplant,  complying  coal 
can  be  transferred  by  rail  from  other  Identi¬ 
fied  sources  within  the  United  States.  The 
analysis  of  transportation  availability  Is  based 
on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as  two 
alternate  routes.  These  routes  were  chosen 
to  demonstrate  transportation  availability. 

3.  Route  of  coal  thipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  for  Mt.  Tom  1  would 
originate  In  BOM  District  8  on  the  Norfolk 
&  Western  (N&W)  railroad  via  Ifkgerstown, 
Maryland,  taking  Consolidated  Railroad  Cor¬ 
poration  (Conrall)  to  Binghamton,  New 
Tm-k,  the  Delaware  &  Hudson  (D&H)  rail¬ 
road  to  Albany,  New  York,  Conrall  to  E^rlng- 
fleld,  Massachusetts,  and  the  Boston  and 
Maine  (B&M)  to  Holyoke,  Massachusetts.  The 
total  rail  distance  Is  approximately  880  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  involve  originating  coal  on  the  N&W 
to  Kenova,  West  Virginia,  taking  the  Chessle 
System  Inc.  (Chesapeake  &  Ohio)  to  Char¬ 
lottesville,  Virginia,  the  Southern  Railroad 
to  Washington,  D.C..  the  Chessle  System  Tnc, 
(Baltimore  0c  Ohio)  to  Baltimore,  Maryland, 
Conrall  to  SprlngOeld.  Massachusetts  via  New 
York  City,  Pautucket  and  Framingham  and 
the  Boeton  and  Maine  (B&M)  to  Holyoke, 
Massachusetts. 

Another  alternate  supply  area  within  BOM 
District  8  would  use  the  primary  route  de¬ 
scribed  above. 

8.  OHginating  trunk  carrier.  The  N&W, 
the  expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  tor 
Mt.  Tom  1,  has  approximately  64,000  hopper 
cars  with  an  estimated  average  capacity  of  86 
tons.  Using  an  average  number  of  deliveries 
of  ao  per  year  per  88-toa  car,  the  N0cW  may 
need  as  many  as  240  additional  cars  to  han¬ 
dle  the  Increased  demand  from  Mt.  Tom  1. 
This  estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad 
would  neither  have  excess  originating  ca¬ 
pacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  In 
the  originating  vicinity. 

Only  about  3  percent  of  the  hopper  fleet 
la  In  heavy  bad  order  and  retirement  rates 
through  1985  are  expected  to  average  ap¬ 
proximately  1,200  cars/year.  The  N&W  In- 
dlcated  that  It  Is  willing  to  acquire  any 
needed  capacity  Involved  In  shipment  to  Mt. 
Tom  1  and  that  It  would  modify  Its  expan¬ 
sion  plans  given  demand  conditions.  The 
railroad  also  Indicated  that  Its  carrying  ca¬ 
pacity  could  be  expanded  as  quickly  as  the 
utilities  prepare  to  burn  coal. 

FEA's  ‘Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  Into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  section  a(a)  of  ESECA. 

‘The  N&W  Indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  mine  sites  within  BOM  District 
8  served  by  the  N0eW  are  In  satisfactory 
operating  condition  and  that  loading  facili¬ 
ties  could  handle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEIA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 


4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa- 
duties.  The  primary  and  alternate  destina¬ 
tion  carrier  for  Mt.  Tom  1  Is  the  Boston 
and  Maine  (B0^)  Corporation.  This  com¬ 
pany's  Jurisdiction  Includes  tracks  to  Mt. 
Tom  1.  The  powerplant  burned  coal  re¬ 
ceived  via  the  B0cM  as  recently  as  1974,  and 
this  rail  carrier  indicated  that  the  tracks 
and  coal  unloading  facilities  are  In  place 
and  adequate  to  handle  the  anticipated  de¬ 
mand. 

The  utility  has  Indicated  that  track  and 
switcher  overhaul  is  necessary.  Also  required 
woula  be  reconditioning  of  coal  car  un¬ 
loading  and  thawing  facilities  and  furnish¬ 
ing  an  operator  control  cab  Inside  the  car 
shakeout  structure.  It  Is  expected  that 
these  repairs  can  be  accomplished  prior  to 
the  effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  de¬ 
livery  of  coal  to  Mt.  Tom  1. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  significant  constraints  to  coal  de¬ 
livery  over  the  primary  route  to  Mt.  Tom  1 
presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the  reli- 


abilty  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the 
affected  povoerplant.  Based  on  an  analysts  of 
the  Information  submitted  to  FEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  CTommlsskm,  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  arlth  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  Issuance 
of  a  Prohltlon  Order  to  Mt.  Tom  1  will  not 
Impair  the  reliability  of  service  In  the  area 
served  by  the  powerplant.  This  proposed 
fltMllng  Is  baaed  on  the  facts  and  Interpreta¬ 
tions  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 

1.  The  Mt.  Tom  Generating  Station  is  owned 
by  HWPCO,  wl)lcb  Is  owned  by  Northeast 
Utilities,  which  Is  a  member  of  the  New 
England  Power  Exchange  (NEPEX),  which  is 
within  the  geographical  area  of  the  New 
England  Subregion  of  the  Northeast  Power 
Coordinating  Council  regional  electric  rell- 
abllty  coimcU. 

a.  The  term  “dispatching  sirstem"  as  used 
In  the  proposed  finding  means  NEPEX. 

3.  The  gross  capacity  as  of  September  1976, 
of  all  dispatching  sjrstem  powerplants  was 
20,841  MW.  (See  line  1,  aUachment  1.) 

4.  ProposM  changes  up  to  the  period  In 
which  Mt.  Tom  1  may  Implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  will  result  in  the  gross  capacity 
Indicated  on  line  3  of  attachment  1  because 
of  the  following  changes  In  the  dispatching 
system  listed  In  Table  1: 


Table  1 


Powprplsiit  dpsienstlon  Fuel  Type  of  change  Capacity  change  Effective  date 

(megawatt) 


Potter  2 . 

. on . 

. Add 

„„  on . 

. Add 

.  Nuclear . 

. Add 

Stony  Brook  1 . 

. on . 

. Add 

Totals:  Mar.  1  to  Apr.  30,  1982 . 

Notk.— See  line  2,  attachment  1. 

8.  The  proposed  changes  In  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-a  dated  October  28,  1976)  at 
the  time  thU  NOI  Is  Issued.  PEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  Indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  in  such  event,  with  minor  mod¬ 
ifications  to  the  projected  schedule  of 
changes  contained  In  Table  1,  as  well  as  the 
New  England  Power  Exchange  Conversion 
Schedule  (attachment  2  to  this  NOI),  gross 
capacity  In  the  dispatching  system  would 
not  be  significantly  affected  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  required  for  conversion  of  Mt.  Tom  1. 
The  New  England  Power  Exchange  Conver¬ 
sion  Schedule  Is  FEA's  estimate  of  the  outage 
times  for  all  the  powerplants  In  NEPEX  that 
are  currently  being  considered  for  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders.  The  schedule  assumes  outages 
for  conversion  at  those  times  that  are  opti¬ 
mally  suited,  In  terms  of  forecast  peak  load 
periods,  to  maintain  reliability  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system.  1.  Forecasts  of  peak  loads  tor  the 
dispatching  sjrstem  during  the  period  in 
which  Mt.  Tom  1  would  Implement  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  Is  as  Indicated  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1. 

a.  The  forecast  peak  loads  have  been  com¬ 
pared  with  loads  In  previous  similar  periods. 
The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate  for  these 
forecasts  Is  8.8  percent. 

C.  Maximum  protected  outages  for  the 
dispatching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plants  Implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  dispatching 
system  dmlng  the  period  In  which  Mt.  Tom 
1  may  be  Implementing  a  Prohibition  Order, 
may  result  In  some  loss  of  capacity  which  is 


+95  January  1977. 
+800  December  1978. 
+1,150  JiuielOSl. 

+270  November  1981. 


Added 

+2,115 


expected  to  be  as  Indicated  on  line  4  of  at¬ 
tachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  for  each 
powerplant  Is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications,  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  should  It  become  effective.  The 
powerplant  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing  and 
adjustment  following  such  modifications. 
This  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed  30  days. 
To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum  reserve 
capacity,  this  projected  outage  Is  most  likely 
to  occur  during  the  year  1982.  The  potential 
loss  of  capacity  from  an  outage  of  Mt.  Tom  1 
would  be  approximately  136  MW,  (line  7  of 
attachment  1 ) ,  which  Is  Included  In  the  total 
outages  indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1. 
(The  assumed  conversion  period  specified  on 
attachments  1  and  2  Is  shown  for  the  purpose 
of  Illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system.  Include  nomutl  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line  4 
of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  8  of  attachment  1)  tor  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition 
Orders  If  the  attached  New  England  Power 
Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  la  followed. 
Maximum  projected  outages  are  expected  to 
be  as  Indicated  on  line  0  of  attachment  1, 
thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity  and  re¬ 
sulting  in  a  net  dependable  capacity  for  the 
dispatching  system. 

D.  Met  dependable  capadty  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
Information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 
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2.  Oompartaon  of  the  net  dependable  ca¬ 
pacity  to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on 
line  8.  attachment  1  indicates  that  the  re¬ 
serve  capacity  shj*wn  on  line  10  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching 
system. 

3.  Comparison  of  this  reserve  capacity  to 
the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1  results  In  a  reserve  margin  as 
Indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as  con¬ 
trasted  with  a  reserve  margin  as  indicated 
on  line  12  of  attachment  1  If  no  units  were 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders) . 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  con¬ 
siders  these  to  be  acceptable  reserve  margins 
taking  Into  consideration  the  geographical 
location  of  Mt.  Tom  1. 

5.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  1.0  MW  derating  of  Mt. 
Tom  1  as  a  result  of  using  coal  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  Intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  1,925 
MW  Into  the  dispatching  system.  This  ca¬ 
pacity  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system  con¬ 
ditions,  Including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Mt.  Tom  1,  are  as  presently  forecast  during 


the  time  required  to  implement  $  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  by  Mt.  Tom  1  there  will  be  no 
impairment  of  reliability  of  service  within 
the  meaning  of  ESECA  In  the  area  served 
by  HWPCO  or  In  the  dispatching  system  as 
a  result  of  the  Order. 

AUarhnutU  1 

Niw  England  power  exchange  reliability 
data  Ml.  Tom 


A.ssuniod  conversion  periods,  .  Mexawstt 
Mar.  1-A|>r.  M,  ISHJ  rapacity 


1  (iross  ca|>acity  of  NEPEX  as  of 

Sept.  1,  1()76- .  2aMl 

2  Addtnl  rai>arily . . .  2, 11.S 

3  tiross  eaimoity . . . .  22,  aW 

4  Schedule  outage  for  maintenance .  2,101 

5  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibition 

orders  .  015 

6  Maximum  projected  outages  due  to 

maintenance  and  prohiUUon  orders) 

(line  4  and  5) . 3,016 

7  Unit  outage .  136 

8  Prak  load .  15,684 

M  Net  dejamdable  capacity .  19,1*40 

10  Reserve  capacity .  4,2.56 

11  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance - 

and  prohibition  orders) . .  27. 14 

12  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance 

only) .  32. 97 


Attachment  2 


New  Englaitd  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 


NEPEX  memlrer 


Station  Unit  Assumed  conversion  dates 


Northeast  Utilities .  Mt.  Tom . 

Do .  Middletown . 

1)0 . . . do . . 

Do . : . do . — 

Do . Norwalk  Harltor.. 

Do . ..do. . 

The  United  Illuminating  Company .  Bridgeport  Ilarlxir 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates .  Somerset. . 

New  England  Electric  System .  Brayton  Point _ 

Do... . do. . . 

Do . do . 

Do . Saiem  Harltor _ 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 


1  March  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  May  to  June  1982. 

3  July  to  September  1982. 

1  March  to  August  1982. 

2  September  to  February  1983. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 

8  March  to  Ajuil  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

I  October  to  November  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 


AmNDiX 


PXOPOSED  FINDINGS  AND  KATIONALE  FOR  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUX  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ES£X)A  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplants  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket 

No. 

Owner 

Oenerating  station 

Unit  No.  Location 

OFU-092 

OFU-093 

OFU-094 

Northeast 
Light  Co. 

Ulililies/H  art  ford 

Electric  Middletown . 

1  Middletown,  Conn. 

2 

3 

These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Hartford  Electric  Light  Co.,  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidiary  of  Northeast  Utilities,  shall 
be  referred  to  as  the  '‘utility”  and  as 
“HKLCO". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1!)74,  Powerplants  Number  1, 
Number  2.  and  Number  3  at  Middletown 
Oenerating  Station  (Middletown  1,  2  and  3) 
had  the  ci^iabillty  and  necessary  plant 
equipment  to  bum  coal.  This  proposed  find¬ 
ing  is  based  on  the  facts  and  interpretations 
stated  below: 

A.  Northeast  Utilities  in  Information  filed 
with  FEA  dated  April  11,  1975,  indicated  that 


each  powerplant  had  in  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  ctqiable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  bad  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source,  noterlthstandlng  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant 
may  not  have  been  burning  coal  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  Northeast  Util¬ 
ities  filed  with  FEA  dated  April  11,  1976,  and 
other  information  available  to  FEA,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  plant  equipment  or  facilities  at  Mid¬ 
dletown  1,  2  and  3  would  have  to  be  acquired 
or  refurbished  in  order  for  these  powerplants 
to  bum  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment 

2.  Pulverizers,  burners  and  boilers 

3.  Ash  handling  equipment 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  bad  all  other 
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significant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  E8BCA  snA  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  caoablllty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June.22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Middletown  1,  2  and  3  in  lieu  of  petroleum 
products  or  natural  gas  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Middletown  1,  2  and  3  will  be  operated  at  a 
71  percent  ciqiaclty  factor  (this  represents 
a  weighted  average  of  each  powerplant's  pro¬ 
jected  capacity  factor),  have  a  remaining 
useful  life  of  20  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this 
NOI),  are  expected  to  have  at  leckst  16  years 
remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of  the 
powerplants,  and  on  the  facts  and  interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  assocated  with  burning  coal.  a.  Capital 
investment  costs.  The  total  initial  capital 
Investment  costa,  exclusive  of  financing  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  acquisition  and 
refurbishment  of  equipment  and  facilities 
associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  at  Mid¬ 
dletown  1,  2  and  3  are  estimated  to  be  ap¬ 
proximately  863,498,000,  which  assumes  that 
flue  gas  desulfurlzatlim  equipment  and  elec¬ 
trostatic  precipitators  will  be  required  at  a 
cost  of  847,0(X>,000  to  comply  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  This  estimate  is  based  on  a  PEOCo- 
Envlronmental  Specialists,  Inc.  report  en¬ 
titled  Evaluation  Of  The  Coal  Conversion 
Potential  For  'The  Middletown  Generating 
station,  March  1977  (hereafter  “PEDCo. 
Report”). 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  Increase  In  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  approximately  814,436,003  per 
year  including  813.905,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  air  pollution  control  equip¬ 
ment.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  the  PEDCo. 
Report. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  Information 
supplied  by  Northeast  Utilities,  the  price  of 
petroleum  products  available  to  Middletown 

I,  2  and  3  is  approximately  82.34  per  million 
BTU’s  for  oil.  This  represents  814.32  per  bar¬ 
rel  of  oil,  assuming  6.1  million  BTU's  per 
barrel. 

(il)  Based  on  information  supplied  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  and  Consolldatad 
Railroad  (Corporation  the  price  of  coal  avail¬ 
able  to  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  U  approxi¬ 
mately  81.31  per  mlUlon  BTU's.  'This  repre¬ 
sents  832.01  per  ton  of  coal,  assuming  24.4 
million  BTTJ's  ger  ton. 

(Ill)  FEA  esUmates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  these  powerplants  will  result  In  the 
reduction  of  approximately  81.03  per  million 
BTU's,  or  829,579,000  per  year  in  fuel  costs. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  consumption 
presuming  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  are  oper¬ 
ated  at  a  weighted  average  71  percent  capa¬ 
city  factor  and  with  an  average  heat  rate  of 

II, 091  BTU's  per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of  Mid¬ 
dletown  1,  2  and  3,  there  will  be  an  estimated 
total  annual  Increase  in  costs  Incurred,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately 
830,144.000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Middletown  1,  2 
and  3  is  reasonable.  Financial  impacts  of  the 
conversion  will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by 
the  consumer. 
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As  &  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
incur  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs.  Including  financing  costs,  of  approxl* 
mately  $15,708,000  (this  represents  an 
amortized  cost  over  the  15  years  remaining 
useful  life  of  these  powerplants  after  con¬ 
version,  and  is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate 
of  24.7%  of  the  total  initial  capiUl  invest¬ 
ment  of  $63,498,000)  and  additional  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately  $14,436,000 
(these  figures  are  derived  from  the  figures  in 
paragraphs  A.l.a.,  and  b.),  but  will  experience 
an  annual  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately 
$29,570,000.  (See  paragraphs  A.l.c.)  The  esti¬ 
mated  net  annual  Increase  in  cost  of  pro¬ 
ducing  electricity  at  Middletown  1,  2  and  3 
after  conversion  will  be  $566,000. 

Increased  costs  for  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  in  the 
cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Middletown 
1.  2  and  3.  The  costs  to  the  utility  resulting 
from  a  Prohibition  Order  ultimately  will  be 
recovered  in  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Middletown  1,  2  and  3 
will  result  in  an  estimated  annual  equivalent 
savings  of  4,693,000  barrels  of  oil  that  other¬ 
wise  would  be  used  in  providing  steam  for 
electric  power  generation.  The  cost  of  con¬ 
version  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  is  estimated 
to  be  $0.12. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost  of 
producing  electricity  at  Middletown  1,  2  and 
3.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  such  Increased 
cost,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved,  is  not  unreason¬ 
able.  This  determination  is  ba^ed  on  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  substantial  savings  of  oil  that 
will  result  from  this  conversion.  The  deter¬ 
mination  that  the  costa  of  converting  are 
not  unreasonable  is  further  supported  by 
consideration  of  such  costs  in  relation  to 
the  expected  15  years  remaining  useful  life 
of  the  powerplants  after  conversion,  the  size 
and  resources  of  Northeast  Utilities  as  ex¬ 
amined  in  the  following  analysis  of  financial 
capability,  the  nature  of  the  expected  opera¬ 
tions  of  these  powerplants,  and  potential 
future  Increases  in  the  fuel  cost  differential 
in  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Northeast  Utili¬ 
ties. — a.  Recovery  of  capital  investment.  PEA 
proposes  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  to  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  would 
be  economically  feasible.  FEA's  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  $116,975,000  additional 
capital  Inyestment  required  for  Northeast 
Utilities  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital  In¬ 
yestment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  issue  Prohlbl- 
hlbltlon  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  if  any.  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to 
Northeast  Utilities  powerplants.  FEA  related 
these  additional  capital  investment  costs  to 
Northeast  Utilities'  estimate  of  its  1977-79 
construction  budget  of  $565  million,  the  total 
capitalization  of  Northeast  Utilities  of  $2.3 
billion,  and  the  15  years  remaining  useful  life 
after  conyerslon  of  Middletown  1,  2  and  3. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  investment  cost  to  reoresent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financing 
relationship  which  exists  between  Northeast 
Utilities  and  its  subsidiaries,  and  their  com¬ 
bined  financial  capabilities  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
in  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  as.sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 


with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  would  be  $55,- 
807.000.  This  also  represents  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  annual  Incremental  increase  in  reve¬ 
nue  requirements  of  the  subsidiaries  cf 
Northeast  Utilities.  (FEA  also  took  into  con¬ 
sideration  revenue  requirements  of  the  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  Northeast  Utilities  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion,  to  date,  if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  if 
any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Northeast 
Utilities  powerplants.)  This  estimate  of  $56,- 
SQl.OOO  in  revenue  requirements  is  based  on 
an  Investment  oriented  analysis  described  in 
an  Ultrasystems  Inc.  report  entitled  Com¬ 
puter  Methodology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost 
Rea.sonablene'^s  Determination,  August  1976, 
(hereafter  "Ultrasystems  Computer  Model"). 
The  estimate  Includes  an  Incremental  rate 
of  return  on  retained  earnings  which  are 
Invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  Identification 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To 
The  Use  Of  Coal,  October  1976.  This  analysis 
estimated  the  total  annual  Incremental  in¬ 
crease  in  revenue  requirements  to  be  $47.- 
053,000,  which  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on 
Northeast  Utilities’  financial  statement  and 
represents  revenues  required  to  offset  any 
potential  loss  in  Northeast  Utilities’  net 
earnings  per  share  as  reported  for  Fiscal 
Year  ending  1975.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  in 
costs  of  $55,807,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovered  in  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $61,900,000  attributable  to  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  cur¬ 
rently  under  consideration,  the  net  annual 
revenue  requirements  of  the  affected  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  Northeast  Utilities  should  de¬ 
crease  by  approximately  $6,097,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  The  HELCO,  a  wholly- 
owned  subldiary  of  Northeast  Utilities,  is  the 
owner  and  operator  of  the  Middletown  Gen¬ 
erating  Station  and  the  relevant  entity  for 
considering  the  consumer  Impact  of  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Middle- 
town  1,  2  and  3. 

The  potential  initial  Impact  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  is  a  net 
Increase  in  revenues  required  from  HELCO 
consumers'  of  approximately  $0.00011  per 
kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold  by  HELCO. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  FEA’s  analysis  of 
the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 

The  actual  amount  of  the  Increase  will  de¬ 
pend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  Investment 
necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibition  Order, 
the  methods  which  N(^rtheast  Utilities  selects 
t*>  finance  the  Increased  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  as  a  primary  energy  source  at 
Middletown  1.  2  and  3,  the  extent  to  which 
the  cost  increase  is  spread  among  HELCO 
customers  the  regulations  or  policies  of  the 
regulatory  agencies  with  jurisdiction  over 
HELCO  regarding  inclusion  of  such  cost  in¬ 
creases  in  consumer  rates,  the  actual  amount 
cf  the  fuel  cost  differehtial,  and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohllbtlon  Order 
to  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  will  dl8Cour:«ge  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  and 
encourage  the  increased  use  of  coal.  FEA  pro¬ 
poser.  to  conclude  that  this  action  would  be 
consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  means  to  assist  in  meeting  the  essen¬ 
tial  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 


On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to  Is- 
susnce  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  powerplants  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements.  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Middle- 
town  1,  2  and  3  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  in  a  manner  which  is 
consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  poioerplants  during 
the  period  until  December  31,  1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interior.  Bureau  of  Mines  data  show  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  "BOM  Survey")).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  ouantlties  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available. 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies,  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31, 1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  nlanned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  resDonses  to  a  survey  of  coal  pro¬ 
ducing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Bevond 
1980,  plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  coal  producers 
have  firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that 
far  into  the  future:  however,  the  projected 
total  planned  national  coal  production  for 
1985  already  meets  99%  of  the  total  U.S.  de¬ 
mand  expected  in  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned  pro¬ 
duction. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  it  will  be  prac¬ 
ticable  to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least 
the  following  quantities: 

Potential  production 


Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  732. 3 

1978  _  791.6 

1979  . 851.4 

1980  _ _ 911.7 

1981  _  960. 0 

1982  . 994.3 

1983  . .  1,017.4 

1984  _  1,028.7 

1985  . 1.029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Co'^l  Mine  Exnanslon  Study  (Mav 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1985  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,  August  1976,  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study"),  indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 
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Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Production 

{million 

tons) 

.  48. 4 

. 122.2 

.  237.1 

.  287.8 

_  344.0 

_  363.9 

.  390.1 

.  469.5 

.  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESEJCA,  Is  as 
follows  (PEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 
1963 

1984 

1985 


Demand 

{million 

tons) 

..  698 

730 
764 
„  799 

..  842 

..  887 

935 
985 
1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibitum  order 
demand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 


Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  section  2(a)  of  ESECA  U  as  follows 
(Coal  Availability  and,  Demand:  Round  I 
and  II  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,  August 
1976,  (hereafter  “Coal- Conversion  Study”)) : 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
{million  tons) 

.  4.5 

_  9. 1 

. 12.0 

_ 17.0 

. 19.2 

. 26.8 

. 26.8 

. 26.8 


3:  Characteristic-coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA’S  "Availability  Study”  IdentlQes 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Middletown  1,  2  and  3.  The 
survey  is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  com¬ 
panies  that  supplied  useful  Information  on 
96  mining  units.  Responses  from  these  com¬ 
panies  identlhed  planned  production  of  coal 
which  Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  Companies  which  did  not  re¬ 
spond  to  the  survey,  PEA  estimated  their  un¬ 
committed  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  poicerplants.  PSA’s  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  pulverlzed-coal, 
wet  bottom  and  cyclone  boilers  of  the  t]rpe 
used  at  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  will  be  able  to 
bum  coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  requirements: 


Units  1  and  2 

Units 

Sulfur . 

. 2.7  pet  maximum  (approximate) . 

..  2.7  pet  maximum  (approximate). 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
powerplants.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1982  and  thereafter _ 1, 175 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  FEA  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  poten¬ 
tially  available  to  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  In  a 
nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  17. 695 

1978  . .  44,  749 

1979  .  97, 431 

1980  .  113,720 

1981  .  137,139 

1982  . 144,492 

1983  .  154.  118 

1984  . 187,596 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  National 
ESECA  Prohibition  ^der  demand  as  previ¬ 
ously  stated  In  paragraph  A.2.C.,  above,  is: 


Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _ _ _  4,  5(X) 

1978  _ _  9, 100 

1979  . 12,000 

1980  _ 17,000 

1981  — .  19,200 

1982  _  26,800 

1983  _  26,800 

1984  _  26,800 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3a.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  potentially  available  to 
Middletown  1,  2  and  3  (In  a  probable  re¬ 
gional  supply/demand  relationship  related 
to  the  location  of  these  powerplants)  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and 
13  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  13. 627 

1978  .  34. 656 

1979  .  76. 680 

1980  . . .  87,  625 

1981  - 104,620 

1982  . 110,318 

1983  . 117,770 

1984  .  143,696 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3a., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  tar  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  District  1  through  8  and  13  expected 
to  result  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 


ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  SecUon  2(a)  of  ESECA.  This  po¬ 
tential  regional  demand  Is  estimated  In 
PEA’S  "Ooal  Conversion  Study"  as  follows: 


Years: 

1977  _ 

1978  _ 

1979  - 

1980  _ 

1981  _ 

1982  - 

1983  . 

1984  _ 


Demand 
{thousand  tons) 

.  2, 369 

.  4,449 

_  6,811 

. 10,351 

_ 11,906 

. 19,603 

. 19,503 

. 19,503 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regioiud  demand  for  ooal  from 
BOM  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  with  a 
2.21-2.71%  sulfur  content  (which  includes 
the  2.7%  maximum  sulfur  content  described 
In  paragraph  A.3a.,  above)  resulting  from 
this  NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prcmibltlon  Orders  is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2 
(a)  of  ESECA  is  estimated  in  PEA's  “CXial 
Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 


Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Years:  221  to  2.71 

1977  .  0 

1978  . 0 

1979  . .  26 

1980  .  78 

1981  .  78 

1982  _ 3,421 

1988  .  8,421 

1984  . 1  3,421 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragrajm  A.8.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.8.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  ooiU  by  sulfur  characterls- 
.tlc. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  PEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  PEA’s  "Availability  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  In  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Middletown  1.  2  and  3  as  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3ji.,  above.  PEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  this  uncommitted  ooal  ex¬ 
ists  In  amounts  sufficient  In  any  year  to  meet 
the  estimated  additional  demand  for  coal, 
both  nationally  and  from  these  Dlstiicts,  re¬ 
sulting  from  this  NOI.  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders 
to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2(a)  of  BSEICA. 

Coal  for  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  bought  from  producers  according  to 
regional  supply/demand  relationships  re¬ 
lated  to  the  powerplants’  locations  from  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13. 
FEA  observes,  however,  that  these  power- 
plants  could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets 
as  such  production  becomes  available.  (’The 
Feafiblllty  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Bejrond, 
School  of  Englneermg,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  November  7  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study.  Utility  Analysis  of  Ooal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,  November  1976,  (here¬ 
after  “Transportation  Availability  Study”) 
coal  for  Middletown  1,  2  and  8  would  prob¬ 
ably  come  from  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM) 
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District  3  as  both  the  primary  aud  alternate 
source  of  supply.  While  this  supply  area  is 
the  nearest  available  potential  source  able 
to  supply  complying  coal  to  these  power- 
plants,  complying  coal  can  be  transferred  by 
rail  from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  SUtea.  The  analysis  of  transporta¬ 
tion  availability  Is  based  on  Ute  most  likely 
route  as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These 
routes  were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transpor¬ 
tation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  for  Middletown  1.  2  and  3 
would  originate  on  the  Chessle  8y*tem.  Inc. 
(Baltimore  A  Ohio)  to  Baltimore,  MD..  then 
take  Consolidated  Railroad  Ccrporatlon 
(Ck>nrall)  to  Middletown,  Connecticut,  via 
New  York  City,  and  New  Haven,  Connecti¬ 
cut.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  approximately 
600  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  3 
would  involve  originating  on  the  Chessle 
(BAO)  to  Morgantown,  West  Virginia,  and 
taking  Conrall  to  Middletown,  1,  2  and  3  via 
Allentown.  Pennsylvania.  Newark,  New  Jer¬ 
sey  and  New  Haven,  Connecticut. 

Another  alternate  route  from  an  alternate 
supply  source  would  be  to  originate  coal  from 
BOM  District  3  to  Hagerstown,  Maryland, 
and  take  Conrall  to  Middletown  1.  2  and  3 
via  Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania,  New  York  City 
and  New  Haven,  Connecticut. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  Chessle 
(BAO),  the  expected  originating  carrier  of 
coal  for  Middletown  1,  2  and  3,  has  approx¬ 
imately  21,000  hopper  cars  with  an  esti¬ 
mated  average  capacity  of  75  tons.  Using  an 
average  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per  year 
per  7S-ton  car,  the  B&O  may  need  as  many 
as  780  additional  cars  to  handle  the  increased 
demand  from  Middletown  1,  2  and  3.  This 
estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad  would 
neither  have  excess  originating  capacity 
nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  in  the 
originating  vicinity. 

The  B&O  indicated  that  it  is  willing  to 
acquire  any  needed  capacity  involved  in  ship¬ 
ment  to  Middletown  1,  2  and  3,  and  that 
it  would  modify  its  expansion  plans  with 
demand  conditions.  The  railroad  also  indi¬ 
cated  that  its  carr3rlng  capacity  could  be 
expanded  as  quickly  as  the  utilities  prepare 
to  burn  coal.  . 

PEA’S  “Transportation  Availability  Study" 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  luiloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  UxA  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  section  2 (a)  of  EBSCA. 

The  Chessle  (B&O)  indicated  that  trans- 
pcrtation  facilities  at  those  mine  sites 
within  BOM  District  3  served  by  the  Chessle 
(B&O)  are  in  satisfactory  operating  condi¬ 
tion  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  n||t  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  ccnstralnts  to 
carrying  coal  for  any  alternate  cr  inter¬ 
mediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant 
facilities.  Conrall  Is  the  destination  carrier 
for  Middletown  1,  2  and  3.  Conrall’s  9,000 
foot  railroad  spur  Into  these  powerplants 
requires  considerable  repair  before  it  can 
reliably  be  tised  to  supply  coal.  While  the 
powerplants  srere  burning  coal  as  a  result 
of  the  oil  embargo,  several  hopper  cars 
delivering  coal  to  the  powerplants  derailed 
and  fell  into  the  Connecticut  River. 

The  Poughkeepsie  Bridge,  which  would 
ordinarily  be  used  for  rail  shipment  of  coal 
to  these  powerplants  Is  In  serious  disrepair 


and  there  are  no  plans  for  its  reconstruction. 
Therefore,  coal  would  have  to  be  routed 
around  the  bridge.  This  does  not  present  a 
major  obstacle.  The  Middletown  Generating 
Station  is  equpped  with  a  shaker-type 
unloader  which  Is  adequate  to  handle  the 
projected  coal  shipments.  It  may  need  some 
minor  repair  before  it  can  be  used,  since  it 
has  not  been  In  routine  use  for  several 
years.  The  utility  also  anticipates  the  need 
to  recondition  coal  car  unloading  and 
thawing  facilities,  including  an  operator  con¬ 
trol  cab  Inside  the  car  shakeout  structure. 
Tbe  company  will  also  have  to  do  some 
repair  work  on  Its  locomotives,  and  replace 
some  units.  It  Is  expected  that  these  repairs 
can  be  accomplished  prior  to  the  effective 
date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
cf  coal  to  Middletown  1, 2,  and  3. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
over  the  primary  route  to  Middletown  1,  2 
and  3  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the  re¬ 
liability  of  sert^ice  in  the  area  served  by  the 


Note.— S«v  line  2,  attsphnioiU  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  in  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  Information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-2  dated  October  25,  1976)  at 
the  time  this  NOI  is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
into  consideration  the  poesiblllty  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  indicated  effective  date,  but  has  de¬ 
termined  that  in  such  event,  with  minor 
modifications  to  the  projected  schedule  of 
changes  contained  In  Table  1,  as  well  as  the 
New  England  Power  Exchange  Conversion 
Schedule  (attachment  2  to  this  NOI),  gross 
capacity  in  the  dispatching  system  would 
not  be  significantly  affected  during  the  peri¬ 
od  required  for  conversion  of  Middletown 

1.  2,  and  3.  The  New  England  Power  Ex¬ 
change  Conversion  Schedule  Is  FEA’s  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  outage  times  for  all  the  power- 
plants  In  NEPEX  that  are  currently  being 
considered  for  Prohibition  Orders.  The 
schedule  assumes  outages  for  conversion  at 
those  times  that  are  optimally  suited,  in 
terms  of  forecast  peak  load  periods,  to  main¬ 
tain  reliability  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  Forecasts  of  peak  loads  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  in 
which  Middletown  1.  2.  and  3  would  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  are  as  Indicated 
on  line  8  of  attachment  1. 

2.  The  forecast  peak  loads  have  been  com¬ 
pared  with  loads  In  previous  similar  periods. 
The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate  for  these 
forecasts  is  5.5  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance,  including  other  power- 


affected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  analysis 
of  the  information  submitted  to  FEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Middletown 
1,  2  and  3  will  not  impair  the  reliability  of 
service  in  the  area  served  by  these  power- 
plants.  This  proposed  finding  is  based  on 
the  facts  and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 

1.  The  Middletown  Station  is  owned  by 
HEffiCO,  which  is  owned  by  Northeast  Utili¬ 
ties,  which  is  a  member  of  the  New  England 
Po^ver  Exchange  (NEPEX),  which  Is  within 
the  geographical  area  of  the  New  England 
Subregion  of  the  Northeast  Power  Coordinat¬ 
ing  Council  regional  electric  reliability 
council. 

2.  The  term  “dispatching  system*'  as  used 
in  the  proposed  finding  means  NEPEX 

3.  The  gross  capacity  as  of  September 
1976,  of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants 
was  20.841  MW.  (See  line  1.  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed,  changes  up  to  the  period  in 
which  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  would  im¬ 
plement  a  Prohibition  Order  will  result  in 
the  gross  capacities  indicated  on  line  3  of 
attachment  1  because  of  the  following 
changes  in  the  dispatching  system  listed  in 
Table  1 : 


plants  implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  periods  In  which  Mid¬ 
dletown  1,  2  and  3  may  be  Implementing  a 
Prohibition  Order,  may  result  in  some  loss  of 
capacity  which  is  expected  to  be  as  indicated 
on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  each  for 
Middletown  1  and  2,  and  3  months  for  Mid¬ 
dletown  3  Is  estimated  to  be  required  to  make 
modifications,  Installations,  or  other  physical 
adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibition  Order 
should  it  become  effective.  The  powerplants 
may  be  less  than  fully  dependable  during  the 
period  of  on-line  testing  and  adjustment 
following  such  modifications.  This  period  Is 
not  expected  to  exceed  30  days.  To  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  maximum  reserve  capacity, 
these  projected  outages  are  most  likely  to 
occur  during  the  year  1982.  The  potential  loss 
of  capacity  from  an  outage  of  Middletown  1. 
2  or  3  would  be  approximately  69  MW,  114 
MW  and  239  MW  (line  7,  attachment  1)  re¬ 
spectively.  The  potential  loss  of  capacity 
from  a  combined  outage  of  Middletown  1,  2 
and  3  would  be  approximately  422  MW.  Thii 
represents  the  maximum  potential  loss  due 
to  outages  at  these  powerplants.  but  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  Middletown  1,  2  and  3  will  be 
Implementing  a  Prohibition  Order  at  dif¬ 
ferent  times.  This  maximum  potential  loss 
of  422  MW  is  Included  In  the  total  outages 
Indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1.  (Tbe 
assumed  conversion  period  specified  on  at¬ 
tachments  1  and  2  Is  shown  for  the  purpose 
of  illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system,  include  normal  sched- 


Table  1 


I’owerplant  deslgnatioti 

Fuel 

Type  of  change 

Capacit  y  change 
(megawatt) 

Effective  date 

Potter  2 . : . 

.  on . 

Add . 

•fOS 

January  1977. 

Wyman  4 . . . 

.  on . 

....  Add . 

+(«0 

December  1978. 

.  Nuclear . 

....  Add . 

-1-1. 

June  1981. 

Stony  Itrook  1 . 

.  on . 

....  Add . 

-♦■270 

November  1981 . 

Millstone  Point  3 . 

.  Nwlear . 

....  Add . 

-1-1,150 

May  1982. 

....  Add . 

-fi.iw 

October  1982. 

Totals;  Addrd 

Mar.  1  to  Apr.  30,  KW’ . .  . +2,11.‘> 

May  1  to  June  30,  1082 . -»-.3,26.i 

July  1  to  Aug.  31,  !«<2 .  +3.2&'i 

Sept.  1  to  Oct.  .31,  1!«2 .  +4.'I4.'> 
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uled  maintenance  iat  all  powerplants  (line  4 
of  attachment  1 )  and  outages  due  to  conver¬ 
sion  (line  6  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders,  if  the  attached  New  England 
Power  Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  is  fol¬ 
lowed.  Maximum  projected  outages  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  as  indicated  on  line  6  ai  attach¬ 
ment  1,  thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity 
and  resulting  in  a  net  dependable  capacity 
f<u:  the  dlsnatchlng  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  foe  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  fcH'egolng 
information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  exnected  time 
of  implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  at  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

a.  Comparing  these  net  dependable  capaci¬ 
ties  to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line 
8,  attachment  1  indicates  that  the  reserve 
capacities  shown  on  line  10  of  attachment  1 
would  exist  for  the  dispatching  system. 

3.  Comparison  of  these  reserve  capacities 
to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  results  in  reserve  margins  as 
indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as  con¬ 
trasted  with  reserve  margins  as  Indicated 


on  line  12  of  attachment  1  if  no  units  were 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders). 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  con¬ 
siders  these  to  be  marginally  acceptable  re¬ 
serve  margins  taking  into  consideration  the 
geographical  location  of  Middletown  1,  2 
and  3. 

6.  At  the  completion  of  the  converslcm 
there  will  be  a  net  12  MW  derating  of  Middle- 
town  1,  2,  and  3  as  a  result  of  using  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  1,92S  MW 
into  the  dispatching  system.  This  capacity 
may  provide  an  additional  resource  of  elec¬ 
tric  power  during  the  implementation  pe¬ 
riod  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  si^tem  can- 
ditlons.  Including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Middletown  1,  2  and  3,  are  as  presently  fore¬ 
cast  during  the  time  required  to  Implement 
a  Prohibition  Order  by  Middletown  1,  2  and 
3,  there  will  be  no  impairment  of  reliability 
of  service  within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  in 
the  area  served  by  HELCO  or  in  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  as  a  result  of  the  Order. 


Attachment  1 

New  England  power  exchange  reliability  data — Middletown 


Assumed  conversion  periods  (megawatt  capacity) 

1982,  Mar.  1- 
Apr.  30 

1982,  May  1- 
June  M 

1982,  July  1- 
Aug.  31 

1982,  Sept.  1- 
Sept.  30 

1  Gross  capacity  of  NEPEX  as  of  Sept.  1,  1976. 

2  Added  capacity . 

3  Gross  capacity . 

4  Schedule  outages  for  maintenance . 

5  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibition  orders. .. 

6  Maximum  projected  outages  due  to  mainte¬ 

nance  ana  prohibition  orders  (4  plus  5) . 

7  Unit  outage . . . 

8  Peak  load _ _ _ —  . . — 

9  Net  dependable  capacity . 

10  Reserve  capacity . 

20,841 

2,11.5 

22,9.56 

2,101 

915 

3,016 

69 

15,684 

19,040 

4,256 

20,841 
3,265 
24, 106 
2,348 
277 

2,625 
114 
18,  .533 
21,481 
2,948 

20,841 
.3,265 
24, 106 
687 
925 

1,612 
239 
18,  .533 
22,494 

3, 961 

20,841 

4,445 

25,286 

3,603 

1,598 

5,201 
239 
17, 162 
20,085 
2,923 

11  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  and 

prohiUtion  orders) _ 

27.14 

15.91 

21.37 

17.03 

12  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  only).. 

32.97 

17.40 

26.36 

26.34 

Attachment  2 

New  England  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 
NEPEX  memljer  Station  Unit  Assumed  conversion  dates 


Northeast  Utilities . 

Do . 

Do . 

Do . 

Do . 

Do . . . 

The  United  Illuminating  Co. 

Do . 

Do . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates... 
New  England  Electric  System 

Do . 

Do . 

Do . . 

Do . 

Do . 


Mt.  Tom . . 

Middletown . 

. do . 

. do . 

Norwalk  Harbor. .. 

. do . . 

Bridgeport  Harbor. 

_ do . . 

_ do . . 

Somerset _ 

Brayton  Point . 

_ do . . 

_ do . 

Salem  Harlior . 

_ do . 

_ do . . 


1  March  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  May  to  June  1982. 

3  July  to  Septemlier  1982. 

1  March  to  August  1982. 

2  September  to  Febrtiary  1983. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1962. 

8  March  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  Au^st  1982. 

3  October  to  November  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 


Appendix 

PBOPOSEO  FINDINGS  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIsmON  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA ’a  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplants  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket 

Owner 

Generating  station 

Unit  No.  Location 

No. 

• 

OFU-095 

OFU-006 

Northeast  Utilities/Connecticut  Light  St 
Power  Co. 

Norwalk  Harbor . 

1  Norwalk,  Conn. 

2 

These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Inten¬ 
tion  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Connecticut  Light  and  Power  Co.,  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidiary  of  Northeast  Utilities,  shall 
be  referred  to  as  the  “utility”  and  as  “CLAP". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplants  Number  1  and 
Number  2  at  Norwalk  Harbor  Generating 
Station  (Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2)  had  the 
capability  and  necessary  plant  equipment  to 
burn  coal.  This  proposed  finding  is  based 
on  the  facts  and  interpretations  stated  be¬ 
low: 

A.  Northeast  Utilities,  in  information  filed 
with  FEA  dated  April  11,  1975,  indicated  that 
each  powerplant  had  in  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant 
may  not  have  been  burning  coal  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  Northeast  Utilities 
filed  with  FEA  dated  April  11,  1976,  and  other 
information  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  or  facilities  at  Norwalk  Har¬ 
bor  1  and  2  would  have  to  be  acquired  or 
refurbished  in  order  for  these  powerplants  to 
burn  ooal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Coal  handing  equipment 

2.  Pulverizer,  burners  and  boilers 

3.  Ash  handling  equipment 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  had  all  other 
significant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  Para¬ 
graph  B,  above,-  do  not  Individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22, 1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  <n  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  in  lieu  of  petroleum 
products  or  natural  gas  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  will  be  operated  at  a 
77  percent  capacity  factor  (this  represents  a 
weighted  average  of  each  powerplant’s  pro¬ 
jected  capacity  factor) ,  have  a  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  20  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this 
NOI),  are  expected  to  have  at  least  16  years 
remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of  the 
powerplants,  and  on  the  facts  and  interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below : 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  total 
initial  capital  investment  costs,  exclusive  of 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  are  estimated 
to  be  aoproxlmately  $39,866,000  which  as¬ 
sumes  that  fiue  gas  desulfurization  equip¬ 
ment  and  electrostatic  precipitators  will  be 
required  at  a  cost  of  $30,335,000  to  comply 
with  the  air  pollution  control  requirements 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  This  estimate  is  based 
on  a  PEDCo-Envlronmental  Specialists,  Inc. 
report  entitled  Evaluation  Of  The  Coal  Con¬ 
version  Potential  For  The  Norwalk  Harbor 
Plant,  March  22,  1977  (hereafter  “PEDCo. 
Report”). 
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b.  Annual  operating  and  meintenance 
costa.  The  Increase  In  operating  and  main* 
tenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  $11,934,000 
per  year  Including  $11,381,000  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  air  pollution  control 
equipment.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the 
PEDCo.  Report. 

c.  Fuel  coats.  (1)  Based  on  Information 
supplied  by  Northeast  Utilities,  the  price  of 
petroleum  products  available  to  Norwalk 
Harbor  1  and  3  is  approximately  $3.35  per 
million  BTU's  for  oil.  This  represents  $14.36 
per  barrel  of  oil,  assuming  6.1  million  BTU's 
per  barrel. 

(II)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  and  Consolidated 
Railroad  Corp.,  the  price  cf  coal  available  to 
Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3  Is  approximately 
$1.33  per  million  BTU’s.  This  represents 
$30.85  per  ton  of  coal,  assuming  34.4  million 
BTU’s  per  ton. 

(III)  FEA  estimates  that  the  burning  coal 
by  these  powerplants  will  result  In  the  re¬ 
duction  of  approximately  $1.04  per  million 
BTU’s,  or  $33,814,000  per  year  In  fuel  costs. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  consumption 
presuming  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3  are  oper¬ 
ated  at  a  weighted  average  77  percent  ca¬ 
pacity  factor  and  with  an  average  heat  rate 
of  10,100  BTU's  per  kilowatt  hours. 

d.  Total  annual  costa  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of  Nor¬ 
walk  Harbor  1  and  3.  there  will  be  an  esti¬ 
mated  total  annual  Increaso  In  costs  In¬ 
curred,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $31,602,000. 

3. Reasonableness  of  costa  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Norwalk  Harbor 
1  and  3  Is  reasonable.  Financial  Impacts  of 
the  conversion  wUl  be  felt  by  the  utility  and 
by  the  consumer. 

As  a  result  of  oonverston,  the  utility  will 
Incur  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs.  Including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $0,658,000  (this  represents  an  amort¬ 
ised  cost  over  the  16  years  remaining  useful 
life  of  these  powerplants  after  conversion, 
and  Is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  34.3% 
of  the  total  Initial  capital  Investment  of  $30,- 
856,000)  and  annual  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  coats,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $11,034,000  (these  figures  are 
derived  from  the  figures  In  paragraphs  A.l.a., 
and  b.),  but  will  experience  an  annual  fuel 
cost  savings  of  aporoxlmately  $22,814,000. 
(See  paragraph  A.l.c.).  Considering  the  fuel 
cost  savings,  the  total  annual  cost  of  ooerat- 
Ing  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3  should  be  re¬ 
duced  by  $1,222,000. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  It  Is 
estimated  that  there  will  be  an  overall  net 
decrease  in  the  cost  of  producing  electricity 
at  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3.  The  costs  to  the 
utility  resulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order 
ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Norwalk  Harbor  1 
and  3  will  result  In  an  estimated  annual 
equivalent  savings  of  3.500,000  barrels  of  oil 
that  otherwise  would  be  used  In  providing 
steam  for  electric  power  generation. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
creased  annual  capital  Investment  costs  and 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  the 
powerplants  are  offset  b^  the  current  fuel 
cost  differential  between  oil  and  coal  burn¬ 
ing  at  these  powerplants.  and  potential  fu¬ 
ture  Increases  In  the  fuel  cost  differential 
In  favor  of  coal,  the  additional  costs  associ¬ 
ated  with  burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Northeast 
Utilities. — a.  ftecoverjf  of  capital  invest¬ 
ment.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  compli¬ 


ance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Norwalk 
Harbor  1  and  3  would  be  economically  feasi¬ 
ble.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into  consideration 
the  $116,975,000  additional  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  required  for  Northeast  Utili¬ 
ties  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  additional  capital  Investment 
ccsts  related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion.  to  date.  If  any.  to  Issue  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Or¬ 
ders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  3  (a)  and  (c)  of  BSECA  to 
Northeast  Utilities  powerplants.  FEA  re¬ 
lated  these  additional  capital  Investment 
exists  to  Northeast  Utilities'  estimate  of  Its 
1977-79  construction  budget  of  $565  mil¬ 
lion,  the  total  capitalization  of  Northeast 
Utilities  of  $2.3  billion,  and  the  15  years 
remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of 
Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financ¬ 
ing  relationship  which  exists  between  North¬ 
east  Utilities  and  Its  subsidiaries,  and  their 
combined  financial  capabilities  to  assume 
such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
in  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  would  be 
$55,807,000.  This  also  represents  the  total  es¬ 
timated  annual  Incremental  Increase  In  rev¬ 
enue  requirements  of  the  subsidiaries  of 
Northeast  Utilities.  (FEA  also  took  Into  con¬ 
sideration  revenue  requirements  of  the  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  Northeast  Utilities  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If 
any,  issued  to  date  under  authority  of  lo¬ 
tion  3  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESEX7A  to  Northeast 
Utilities  powerplants.)  This  estimate  of 
$55307,000  In  revenue  requirements  Is  based 
on  an  investment  oriented  analysis  described 
In  an  Ultrasystems  Tnc.  renort  entitled  Com¬ 
puter  Methodology  For  Coal  Conversion  Costs 
Reasonablenees  Determination.  August  1976, 
(hereafter  "Ultrasystems  Computer  Model”) . 
The  estimate  Includes  an  Incremental  rate 
of  return  on  retained  earnings  which  are  In¬ 
vested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  Indentlflca- 
tlon  Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Con¬ 
verting  Certain  Electric  Generating  Facili¬ 
ties  To  Ihe  Use  Of  Coal,  October  1976.  This 
analysis  estimated  the  total  annual  incre¬ 
mental  Increase  In  revenue  requirements 
to  be  $47,053,000,  which  assumed  a’ predicted 
effect  on  Northeast  Utilities*  financial  state¬ 
ment  and  represents  revenues  required  to 
offset  any  potential  loss  In  Northeast  Utili¬ 
ties'  net  earnings  per  share  as  reported  for 
Fiscal  Year  ending  1975.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  in 
costs  ot  $56,807,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovM-ed  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approxi- 
nuitely  $61,900,000  attributable  to  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  ciur- 
rently  under  consideration,  the  net  annual 
revenue  requirements  of  the  affected  sub¬ 
sidiaries  of  Northeast  Utilities  should  de¬ 
crease  by  approximately  $6,097,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  The  CX&P,  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidy  of  Northeast  Utilities,  Is  the 


owner  and  operator  of  the  Norwalk  Harbor 
Generating  SUtion  and  the  relevant  entity 
for  considering  the  consumer  Impact  of  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Nor¬ 
walk  Harbor  1  and  3. 

The  potential  initial  Impact  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3  Is  a 
net  decrease  In  revenues  required  from 
CU^P  consumers  of  approximately  $0.00013 
per  kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold  by 
CLAP.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  FEA’s  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 
The  actual  amount  of  the  decrease  will  de¬ 
pend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  Invest¬ 
ment  necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order,  the  methods  which  Northeast 
Utilities  selects  to  finance  the  Increased 
costs  associated  with  burning  coal  as  a  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  at  Norwalk ,  Harbor  1 
and  3,  the  extent  to  which  the  cost  de¬ 
crease  Is  spread  among  CL&P  customers,  the 
regulations  or  policies  of  the  regulatory 
agencies  with  jurisdiction  over  CLAP  re¬ 
garding  Inclusion  of  such  cost  decreases  in 
consumer  rates,  the  actual  amount  of  the 
fuel  cost  differential,  and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3  will 
discourage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  and  encourage  the  In¬ 
creased  use  of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude 
that  this  action  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  neceoslty  for 
these  powerolants  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Nor¬ 
walk  Harbor  1  and  2  would  be  consistent 
with  the  purpo«e  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a 
means  to  assist  in  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  In  a 
manner  which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest 
extent  practicable,  with  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the 
environment. 

HI.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  powerplants  during 
the  period  until  December  31,  1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are 
more  than  sufficient  to  supply  national 
needs  tor  the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines 
data  show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base 
of  over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable,  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
hereafter  "BOM  Survey”).  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To 
determine  when  certain  quantities  of  these 
reserves  are  expected  to  be  available,  FEA  has 
examined  several  studies,  referenced  herein, 
which  toigether  provide  the  best  current 
evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the  period 
ending  December  81,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
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extend  that  far  Into  the  future;  however,  the 
projected  total  planned  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  for  1986  already  meets  99%  of  the 
total  U.8.  demand  expected  In  1985.  With 
time,  more  potential  mine'  developments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities: . 


Prodvotion 

potential 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1977  _  ’732. 3 

1978  _ _ -791.6 

1979  .  851. 4 

1980  _ 911.7 

1981  _  960.  0 

1982  _ _  994.  3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  _  1,029.6 


Demand 

{million 

Year:  tons) 

1982  .  26.8 

1983  _ _ _  26.  8 

1984  . . .  26.  8 

3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA's  "Availability  Study"  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2.  The 
survey  is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  com¬ 
panies  that  supplied  iiseful  information  on 
96  mining  units.  Responses  from  these  com¬ 
panies  identified  planned  production  of  coal 
which  is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  companies  which  did  not 
respond  to  the  siurvey,  FEA  estimated  their 
uncommitted  planned  production  based  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  powerplants.  FEA's  "Coal  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  pulverized-coal 
dry  bottom  boilers,  of  the  type  used  at  Nor¬ 
walk  Harbor  1  and  2  will  be  able  to  burn  coal 


The  figxires  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1985  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,  August  1976,  (hereafter  "Avail¬ 
ability  Study"),  indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1977  .  48.4 

1978  . 122.2 

1979  _ 237.1 

1980  . . - .  287.3 

1981  .  344.0 

1982  _ 363.9 

1983  _ 390.1 

1984  . 469.5 

1985  . - .  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  ITie  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is 
as  follows;  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 
look)  : 


Demand 

Year:  {million  tons) 

1977  _  698 

1978  _  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  _ 842 

1982  _  887 

1983  . . 935 

1984  _  985 

1985  .  1.040 


of  the  following  characteristics  and  comply 
with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements: 


Btu’s/lb  . - . 11,500 

Moisture  (percent) _  >15 

Ash  (percent) _  >20 

Volatile  (percent) _  >  15 

Ash  softening  (temp.)  (°F) _ *2,200 

Sulfur  (approx.)  (percent) _  >2.7 


>  Maximum. 

*  Minimum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
powerplants.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Year :  ( thousand  tons ) 

1982  and  thereafter _  898 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coil.  The  FEA  "Coal  Conversion  Study" 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  vmcom- 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  poten¬ 
tially  available  to  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  in 
a  nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year ;  ( thousand  tons  > 

1977  _ _  31, 209 

1978  .  67.  767 

1979  .  133,  623 

1980  .  168, 406 

1981  .  188,  439 

1982  .  198,960 

1983  .  213,044 

1984  . 254,206 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  plaimed  production  of  charcu:- 
terlstic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re- 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI.  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  as  follows;  (Coal 
availability  and  Demand:  Round  I  and  n 
Coal  Conversion  Candidates.  August.  1976, 
hereafter  “Coal  Conversion  Study") : 

Demand 

{million 

Year:  tons) 

1977  .  4.5 

1978  .  9.1 

1979  _  12. 0 

1980  _ _ _  17. 0 

1981  _  19.2 


gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
imder  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  National 
ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand  as  previ¬ 
ously  stated  in  paragraph  A.2.C.,  above,  is: 


Demand 

Year :  ( thousand  tons ) 

1977  .  4. 600 

'  1978  .  9,100 

1979  .  12,000 

1980  . 17,000 

1981  - . 19,200 

1982  .  26,800 

1983  . 26,800 

1984  . 26,800 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A3.a..  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  (in  a  probable  re¬ 
gional  supply/ demand  relationship  related  to 
the  location  of  these  powerplants)  from  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  as 
follows: 


Production 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _  24, 221 

1978  _  49, 982 

1979  _  96, 809 

1980  _ 110,977 

1981  _ 130,841 

1982  _  138,447 

1983  _  148,705 

1984  _ 176,669 


f .  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  expected 
to  result  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders 
to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  This  potential  re¬ 
gional  demand  is  estimated  in  FEA's  “Coal 
Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 


Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _  2, 369 

1978  . - .  4,  449 

1979  . - .  6,811 

1980  _  10.351 

1981  _ 11,905 

1982  _ 19,503 

1983  _  19.503 

1984  . 19,603 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  8  and  13  for  coal  with  a  2.21- 
2.71  percent  sulfur  content  (which  Includes 
the  2.7  percent  maximum  sulfur  content  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a..  above)  resulting 
from  this  NOT,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA  is  estimated  in  FEA's  “Coal 
Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 


Year:  2.21  to  2.71 

1977  .  0 

1978  .  0 

1979  .  26 

1980  _ 78 

1981  .  78 

1982  .  3. 421 

1983  .  3. 421 

1984  .  3. 421 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA's  "Availability  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  as  de- 
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scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a.  above.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  this  unconunitted  coal 
exists  In  amounts  sulBclent  In  any  year  to 
meet  the  estimated  additional  demand  for 
coal,  both  nationally  and  from  these  Dis¬ 
tricts,  resulting  from  this  NOT,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  3(a)  ofESECA. 

Coal  for  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  bought  from  producers  according  to 
regional  supply/demand  relatlonshlos  related 
to  the  powerplants'  locations  from  Bureau 
of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13.  PBA 
observes,  however,  that  these  powerplants 
could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibil¬ 
ity  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western 
Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in 
the  Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  En¬ 
gineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  No¬ 
vember  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  Transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study.  Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,  November  1976,  (here¬ 
after  “Transportation  Availability  Study"), 
coal  for  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3  would  prob¬ 
ably  come  from  Bureau  of  Mmes  (BOM) 
District  8  as  both  the  primary  and  alternate 
source  of  supply.  While  this  supply  area  Is 
the  nearest  available  potential  source  able 
to  supply  complying  coal  to  these  power- 
plants.  complying  coal  can  be  transferred  by 
rail  from  other  identified  sources  within  the 
United  States.  The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  an  alternate  route.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

3.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Norwalk  Harbor  1 
and  2  would  originate  on  the  Chessle  System. 
Inc.  (Baltlmmw  A  Ohio)  to  Baltimore,  Md., 
then  take  Consolidated  Railroad  Conx>ra- 
tion  (Conrall)  to  Port  Beading,  New  York, 
and  use  Inland  barges  (operated  by  Express 
Marine  or  Red  Star  Towing  and  Transporta¬ 
tion)  to  Norwalk,  Connecticut.  The  total 
rail  distance  Is  approximately  400  miles,  with 
a  marine  leg  of  about  70  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  Involve  originating  coal  on  the  Chessle 
(B&O)  to  Baltimore.  Md.  and  taking  Conrall 
to  Norwalk,  Connecticut. 

Another  alternate  supply  area  within  Dis¬ 
trict  8  would  use  the  primary  route  de¬ 
scribed  above. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  Chessle 
(B&O),  the  expected  originating  carrier  of 
coal  for  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2.  has  ap¬ 
proximately  31,000  hopper  cars  with  an  es¬ 
timated  average  capacity  of  75  tons.  Using 
an  average  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per 
year  per  75-ton  car,  the  B&O  may  need  as 
many  as  600  additional  cars  to  handle  the 
Increased  demand  from  Norwalk  Harbor  1 
and  2.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the  rail¬ 
road  would  neither  have  excess  originating 
capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers 
In  the  originating  vicinity.  The  B&O  Indi¬ 
cated  that  It  is  willing  to  acquire  any  needed 
capacity  Involved  In  shipment  to  Norwalk 
Harbor  1  and  3  and  that  It  would  modify  Its 
expansion  plans  with  demand  conditions.  The 
railroad  also  Indicated  that  Its  carrying  ca¬ 
pacity  could  be  expanded  as  quickly  as  the 
utilities  prepare  to  burn  coal. 

FEA's  “Transportation  Availability  Study" 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applica¬ 
ble,  and  took  Into  account  projections  made 
by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  de¬ 


mand  for  all  types  of  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  assuming  all  powerplants  studied  were 
to  receive  orders  imder  section  3(a)  of 
ESSCA 

The  BAO  Indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM 
District  8  are  In  satisfactory  operating  con¬ 
ditions  and  that  loading  facilities  could 
handle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  Delivery  of  coal  to  Norwalk  Harbor  1 
and  3  would  be  accomplished  by  inland 
barges,  carrying  coal  from  Port  Reading,  New 
York.  Express  Marine  and  Red  Star  Towing 
and  Transportation  have  expressed  willing¬ 
ness  to  transport  the  projected  amount  of 
coal.  Existing  available  barge  ciq>aclty  Is 
sufficient  to  supply  these  powerplants.  How¬ 
ever,  if  other  powerplants  in  this  area  cre¬ 
ate  additional  demand  for  barges,  new  ca¬ 
pacity  will  have  to  be  built.  The  barge  com¬ 
panies  are  willing  to  do  the  necessary  con¬ 
struction,  given  sufficient  lead  time  and  a 
long  term  barging  commitment. 

Docking  facilities  at  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and 
2  are  adequate  to  permit  delivery  of  coal  by 
Inland  barge.  Since  the  draft  In  the  channel 
to  the  powerplants  Is  only  11  feet,  barges 
can  only  come  in  at  high  tide.  Furthermore, 
due  to  local  regulations,  coal  unloading  can 
only  proceed  at  certain  times  of  the  day. 
Neither  of  these  factors  Is  expected  to  pre¬ 
sent  a  significant  obstacle  to  barge  delivery 
of  coal  to  the  powerplants.  Norwalk  Harbor 
1  and  3  are  equipped  with  a  bucket  type  un¬ 
loader  capable  of  handling  the  projected  load. 
The  unloader  may  require  some  minor  re¬ 
pair  before  being  put  to  use,  since  it  has  not 
been  in  routine  use  for  several  years.  It  is 
expected  that  these  repairs  can  be  accom- 


NoTE.-^See  line  2,  sttschment  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  In  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  Information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-2  dated  October  25,  1976)  at 
the  time  this  NOI  Is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  Indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  in  such  event,  with  minor  modi-' 
ficatlons  to  the  projected  schedule  of  changes 
contained  In  Table  1.  as  well  as  the  New 
England  Power  Exchange  Conversion  Sched¬ 
ule  (attachment  2  to  this  NOI).  gross  ca¬ 
pacity  In  the  dispatching  system  would  not 
be  significantly  affected  during  the  period 
required  for  conversion  of  Norwalk  Harbor 
1  and  2.  The  New  England  Power  Exchange 
Conversion  Schedule  Is  FEA’s  estimate  of  the 
outage  times  for  all  the  powerplants  In 
NEPEX  that  are  currently  being  considered 
for  Prohibition  Orders.  The  schedule  assumes 
outages  for  conversion  at  those  times  that  are 


pushed  prior  to  the  effective  date  for  coal 
burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2. 

5.  Conclusiofu  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  l)e  available  fw  the  period  a  Pir^ 
blbitlon  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
since  no  significant  constraints  to  coal  de¬ 
livery  over  the  primary  route  to  Norwalk 
Harbor  1  and  3  presently  exist,  and  an  alter¬ 
nate  route  is  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  vroducts  as  their 
primary  energy  source  urilt  not  imj>air  the 
reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by 
the  affected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  information  submitted  to  FEA 
by  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after 
consultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Norwalk  Har¬ 
bor  1  and  3  will  not  imoalr  the  reliability 
of  service  In  the  area  served  by  these  power- 
plants.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the 
facts  and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 

1.  The  Norwalk  Harbor  Oeneratlng  Station 
Is  owned  by  CL&P,  which  Is  owned  by  North¬ 
east  Utilities,  which  Is  a  member  of  the  New 
England  Power  Exchange  (NEPEX).  which 
Is  within  the  geographical  area  of  the  New 
England  Subregion  of  the  Northeast  Power 
Coordinating  Council  regional  electric  relia¬ 
bility  council. 

2.  The  term  “dispatching  system"  as  used 
in  the  proposed  finding  means  NEPEX. 

8.  The  gross  capacity  as  of  September 
1976,  of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants 
was  20,841  MW.  (See  line  1.  attachment  I.) 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  period  in 
which  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  3  may  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  will  result  in  the 
gross  capacities  Indicated  on  line  3  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  because  of  the  following  changes 
in  the  dl^atchlng  system  listed  in  Table  1 : 


optimally  suited,  in  terms  of  forecast  peak 
load  periods,  to  maintain  reliability  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system,  l.  Forecasts  of  peak  loads  for  the 
dispatching  sirstem  during  the  period  In 
which  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2  would  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  are  as  Indicated  on 
line  8  of  attachment  1. 

3.  The  forecast  peak  loads  have  been  com¬ 
pared  with  loads  In  previous  similar  periods. 
The  annual  peak- load  growth  rate  for  these 
forecasts  Is  5.5  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plants  Implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  periods  In  which  Nor¬ 
walk  Harbor  1  and  2  may  be  Implementing  a 
Prohibition  Order,  may  result  in  some  loss 
of  capacity  which  Is  expected  to  be  as  In¬ 
dicated  on  line  4  of  attaclunent  1. 


Tabi.f  1 


Powerplsnt  dosignalion 

Fuel 

Type  of  change 

Capacity  change 
(megawatt) 

Effective  date 

Potter  2 _ _ _ 

-  on _ 

_ Add 

+95 
+800 
+1,  l.«) 

+270 
+1. 1.S0 
+1. 180 
+120 

January  1977. 
December  1978. 
June  1081. 
Novembtf  1981. 
May  1982. 
October  1982. 
November  1982. 

Added 

Wyman  4 . 

fieabrook  1 _ 

.  on . 

Add . 

Add 

Stony  Brook  1 . 

MllWone  Point  8 . 

.  on . 

.  Nucl-ar . 

....  Add _ 

_ Add..  — 

Ptlgrtm  2 . . . . . 

_ Add 

Stony  Brook  2 . 

.  Oil . 

.  Add 

Totals: 

Mar.  1  to  Apr.  .80, 1082.... 

May  1  to  June  .80, 1082 _ 

July  1  to  Anr.  31.  1082 .  •  *  J.«ose 

Sept.  1  to  Oct.  St,  1082 .  . 

Nov.  1  to  Dec.  31.  1082 .  . IrMs 

Jan.  1  to  Feb.  28. 1083 .  . +4  W 
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9.  A  projected  outage  of  6  months  for  each 
powerplant  is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications,  installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  should  it  become  effective.  The 
powerplants  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing  and 
adjustment  following  such  modifications. 
This  period  is  not  expected  to  exceed  30  days. 
To  take  advantage  of  the  maxlmiun  reserve 
capacity,  these  projected  outages  are  most 
likely  to  occur  during  the  year  1982.  The  po¬ 
tential  loss  of  capacity  from  an  outage  of 
either  Norwalk  Harbor  1  or  2  would  be  ap¬ 
proximately  163  MW  (line  7,  attachment  1). 
The  potential  loss  of  capacity  from  a  com¬ 
bined  outage  of  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2 
would  be  approximately  326  MW  (line  7  of 
attachment  1) .  Tills  represents  the  maximum 
potential  loss  due  to  outages  at  these  power- 
plants,  but  it  is  expected  that  Norwalk 
Harbor  1  and  2  will  be  implementing  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  at  different  times.  This 
maximum  potential  loss  of  326  NW  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  total  outages  indicated  on  line 
6  of  attachment  1.  (The  assumed  conversion 
periods  specified  on  attachment  1  are  shown 
for  the  purpose  of  illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system,  include  normal  scheduled 
maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line  4  of 
attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  conver¬ 
sion  (line  6  of  attachment  1)  for  those  power- 
plants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders,  if  the  attached  New  England  Power  Ex¬ 
change  Conversion  Schedule  is  followed.  Max¬ 
imum  projected  outages  are  exnected  to  be 
as  Indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1. 
thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity  and  re¬ 
sulting  in  a  net  dependable  capacity  for  the 
dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
Information  ,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

2.  Comparing  these  net  dependable  capaci¬ 
ties  to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line 
8,  attachment  1  indicates  that  the  reserve 
capacities  shown  on  line  10  of  attachment 
1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching  system. 

3.  Comparison  of  these  reserve  capacities 
to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  results  in  reserve  margins 
as  indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as 
contrasted  with  reserve  margins  as  indicated 
on  line  12  of  attachment  1  if  no  units  were 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders) . 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  consid¬ 
ers  these  to  be  marginally  acceptable  reserve 
margins  taking  into  consideration  the  geo¬ 
graphical  location  of  Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2. 

5.  At  the  coiiq>letlon  of  the  conversion 
there  wUl  be  a  net  10.3  NW  derating  or  Nor¬ 
walk  Harbor  1  and  2  as  a  result  of  using  coal 
as  their  prinoary  energy  source. 

8.  Existing  transmission  system  intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  1,926 
MW  Into  the  dispatching  system.  This  ca¬ 
pacity  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

B.  Conclusion.  If  dispatchins  system  condi¬ 
tions,  including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Norwalk  Harbor  1  and  2,  are  as  presently 
forecast  during  the  time  required  to  imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  by  Norwalk  Harbor 
1  and  2,  there  will  be  no  impairment  of  relia¬ 
bility  of  service  within  the  meaning  of  ESECA 
in  the  area  served  by  CL&P  or  in  the  dis¬ 
patching  system  as  a  result  of  the  Order. 


Attachment  1 

New  England  power  exchange  reltabiUty  data — Norwalk  Harbor 


Assumed  conversion  periods  (megawatt  capacity) 


'  1962, 

1982, 

1982, 

1962, 

1962, 

1983. 

Mar.  I- 

May  1- 

July  1- 

Sept.  1- 

Nov.  1- 

Nov.  1- 

Apr.  30 

June  30 

Aug.  31 

Oct.  31 

Deo.  31 

Feb.  28 

1  Gross  capacity  of  NEPEX 


as  of  Sept.  1, 1976 . 

20,841 

20,841 

20,841 

20,841 

20,841 

20,841 

2 

Added  capacity . 

2,115 

3,265 

3,265 

4,445 

41565 

4,565 

3 

tlross  cap^ity . 

22,956 

24, 106 

24,106 

251286 

25,406 

25,406 

4 

Scheduled  outages  for  midn- 

2,101 

2,348 

687 

3,603 

1,310 

361 

5 

Projected  outages  due  to  pro- 

hibition  orders . 

915 

277 

925 

1,596 

803 

163 

6 

Maximum  projected  outages 

due  to  maintenance  and 

prohibition  wders  (line  4 
plus  line  5) . 

8,016 

2,625 

1,612 

5,201 

2,113 

1,500 

7 

163 

163 

163 

163 

163 

163 

8 

Peak  load . 

15,684 

18,533 

18,533 

17,162 

20,192 

20,192 

9 

Net  dependable  capacity . . 

19,940 

21,481 

22,494 

20,065 

23,293 

23,807 

10 

Reserve  capacity . 

4,256 

2,948 

3,961 

2,923 

3,101 

3,705 

11 

Reserve  margin  percent  (main- 

tenance  and  prohibition 
orders) . 

27.14 

15.91 

21.37 

17.03 

15.36 

18.35 

12 

Reserve  margin  percent  (main- 

tenance  only) . 

32.97 

17.40 

26.36 

26.84 

19.33 

19.1 

Attachment  2 

New  England  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 


NEPEX  member 


Station  Unit  Assumed  conversion  dates 


Northeast  Utilities . . . Mt.  Tom . 

Do . - . . . 1 . .  Middictown . 

Do . do . 

Do _ -do . 

Do . Norwalk  Harbor.. 

Do _ _ _ -do . . 

The  United  Iltuminating  Co. . Bridgeport  Harbor 

Do _ do . . . 

Do . do . . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates .  Somerset . 

New  England  Electric  System .  Brayton  Point - 

Do _ do . 

Do _ _ _ , _ _ - . do . 

Do .  Salem  Harbor . 

Do _ do _ _ _ 

Do _ ..... _ do . . . 


1  March  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1962. 

2  May  to  June  1962. 

3  July  to  September  1982. 

1  March  to  August  1982. 

2  September  to  February  1983. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 

8  March  to  April  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  October  to  November  1982. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 


Appendix 


PROPOSED  riNDINOS  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplants  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  ,forth. 


Docket 

No. 

Owner 

Generating  station 

Unit  No.  Location 

OFU-099 

OFU-100 

OFU-101 

United  Iliundnating  Co.-. . 

. . Bridgeport  Harbor . 

1  Bridgeport,  Conn. 

2 

8 

These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

United  Illuminating  Company  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "utility”  and  as  "United 
Illuminating”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplants  Numbers  1, 
2  and  3  at  Bridgeport  Harbor  Generating 
Station  (Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3)  had 
the  capability  and  necessary  plcuit  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  This  prooosed  finding  is 
based  on  the  facts  and  interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  United  Tllumlnatlng,  in  Information 
filed  with  FEA  dated  July  10,  1976,  indicated 
that  each  powerplant  had  in  place  on 
June  22,  1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of 


burning  coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed 
and  constructed  or  modified  to  burn  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the 
powerplant  may  not  have  been  burning  coal 
as  its  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  information  United  Illumi¬ 
nating  filed  with  FEA  dated  July  10,  1976, 
and  other  information  available  to  FEA,  the 
following  plant  equipment  or  facilities  at 
Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would  have  to 
be  acquired  or  refurbished  in  order  for  these 
powerplants  to  bum  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source: 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment. 

2.  Pulverizers,  burners  and  boilers. 

3.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

C.  mA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  hcul  all 
oter  significant  plant  equipment  and  fa¬ 
cilities  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 
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D.  Within  the  meen.ug  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulatkHU  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  Para¬ 
graph  B.  above,  do  not  individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 

a.s  of  June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burninp  of  coal  in  lieu  oj  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  PEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  In  lieu  of  pe¬ 
troleum  products  or  natural  gas  Is  practi¬ 
cable  and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
ESEOA.  This  finding  Is  based  upon  the  pre¬ 
sumption  that  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3 
wUl  be  operated  at  a  56  percent  capacity 
facUMT,  (this  represents  a  aelghted  average 
of  each  pow^plant's  projected  capacity  fac¬ 
tor),  have  an  average  remaining  useful  life 
of  24  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this  NOI),  are 
expected  to  have  at  least  19  years, remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  after  conversion  of  the  power- 
plants,  and  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  Go'll  it  practicable. — 1. 
Costa  associated  with  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costa.  The  total 
initial  capital  Investment  costs,  exclusive  of 
financing  ooste,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coal  at  Bridgeport  Harbor  1.  2  and  3  are 
estimated  to  be  approximately  $62,643,(X>0, 
which  assumes  that  flue  gas  desulflzatlon 
equipment  (venturi  scrubbers  included)  will 
be  required  at  a  cost  of  $58,192,000  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  This  estimate,  is 
based  on  a  PEDCo-Envlronmental  Soeclal- 
Ists,  Inc.  report  entitled  Evaluation  Of  The 
Coal  Conversion  Potential  Of  The  Bridge¬ 
port  Harbor  Plant,  March  26,  1977,  (hereafter 
“PEDCo.  Report"). 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
coats.  The  increase  In  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  Is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  $21,861,000 
per  year  Including  $21,239,000  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  air  pollution  control 
equipment.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  the 
PEDCo.  Report. 

c.  Fuel  coats.  (1)  Based  on  Information 
supplied  by  United  Illuminating,  the  price 
of  petroleum  products  available  to  Bridge¬ 
port  Har)>or  1,  2  and  3  Is  aproxlmately  $2.26 
per  million  BTU’s  for  oil.  This  represents 
$14.01  per  barrel  of  oil,  assuming  6.2  million 
BTU's  per  barrel. 

(II)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  and  Consolidated 
Railroad  Corp.  the  price  of  coal  available 
to  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $1.31  per  million  BTU’s.  This  repre¬ 
sents  $32.01  per  ton  of  fx>al.  assuming  24.4 
million  BTU's  per  ton. 

(III)  PEA  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  these  powerplants  will  result  in  the 
reduction  of  approximately  95  cents  per  mil¬ 
lion  BTU’s,  or  $29,481,000  per  year  In  fuel 
costs.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  con¬ 
sumption  presuming  Bridgeport  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3  are  operated  at  a  weighted  average 
66  percent  capacity  factor  and  with  an  aver¬ 
age  heat  rate  of  10,017  BTU’s  per  kilowatt 
hour. 

d.  Total  annual  coat  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of 
Brldgei>ort  Harbor  1,  2  and  3,  there  will 
be  an  estimated  total  annual  Increase  In 
costs  Incurred,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of 
approximately  $37,720,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  coats  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  conver¬ 
sion  provides  the  basis  for  deciding  whether 
the  conversion  of  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and 


3  is  reasonable.  Financial  impacts  of  the  con¬ 
version  will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by  the 
consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will  In¬ 
cur  additional  annual  capital  investment 
costs,  htcludlng  financing  costs  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $15,859,000  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tized  cost  over  the  19  years  remaining  useful 
life  of  these  powerplants  after  conversion, 
and  is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  25.3 '~c 
of  the  total  initial  capital  investment  of  $62,- 
643,000)  and  additional  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of 
approximately  $21,861,000  (these  figures  are 
derived  from  the  figures  in  paragraphs 
A  l  a.,  and  b.),  but  will  experience  an  annual 
fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately  $29,481,000. 
(See  paragraph  A.l.c.) .  The  estimated  net  an¬ 
nual  increase  in  cost  of  producing  e.ectriclty 
at  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  after  con¬ 
version  will  be  $8,239,000. 

Increased  costs  for  conversion  will  be  mit¬ 
igated  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  in  the 
cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Bridgeport 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3.  The  costs  to  the  utility 
resulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order  ultimate¬ 
ly  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 

Th  use  of  coal  at  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2 
and  3  will  result  in  an  estimated  annual 
equivalent  savings  of  5,043,000  barrels  of  oil 
that  otherwise  would  be  used  in  providing 
steam  for  electric  power  generation.  The  cost 
of  conversion  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  Is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  $1.63. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of 
coal  would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost 
of  producing  electricity  at  BrldgepcH-t  Harbor 
1,  2  and  3,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  such 
increased  cbst,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved,  Is  not 
unreasonable.  This  determination  Is  based 
on  consideration  of  the  substantial  savings 
of  oil  that  will  result  from  this  conversion. 
The  determination  that  the  costs  of  con¬ 
verting  are  not  unreasonable  Is  further  sup¬ 
ported  by  consideration  of  such  costs  In  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  expected  19  years  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  powerplants  after  conversion, 
the  size  and  resources  of  United  Illuminat¬ 
ing  as  examined  in  the  following  analysis  of 
financial  capability,  the  nature  of  the  ex¬ 
pected  operations  of  these  powerplants,  and 
potential  future  Increases  In  the  fuel  cost 
differential  In  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  United  Illumi¬ 
nating. — a.  Recovery  of  capital  investment. 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  Bridgeport  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3  would  be  economically  feasible. 
FEA's  analysis  took  Into  consideration  the 
$62,643,000  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  required  for  United  Illuminating  to 
comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration,  as 
well  as  additional  capital  Investment  costs 
related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to 
date.  If  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  if  any. 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  United  Illuminat¬ 
ing  powerplants.  FEA  related  these  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  costs  to  United 
Illuminating's  estimate  of  Its  1977-79  con¬ 
struction  budget  of  $235  million,  the  total 
capitalization  of  United  Illuminating  of  $412 
million,  and  the  19  years  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Bridgeport  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  the  utility  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 


in  costs  (amortlaed  Increased  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  cosu)  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NQI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration 
would  be  $37,720,(X)0.  This  also  represents 
the  total  estimated  annual  Incremental  in¬ 
crease  in  revenue  requirements  of  the  utility. 
(FEA  also  took  into  consideration  revenue 
requirements  of  the  utility  resulting  from 
compliance  adth  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  issue  Prohibition 
or  Co:istructlon  Orders,  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  lYohlbltlon  or  Construction  Orders, 
if  any,  issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  United 
Illuminating  powerplants.)  *11118  estimate  of 
$37,720,000  in  revenue  requirements  is  based 
on  an  investment  oriented  analysis  described 
in  an  Ultrasystems  Inc.  report  entitled  Com¬ 
puter  Methodology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost 
Reasonableness  Determination,  August  1976, 
(hereafter  "Ultrasystems  Computer  Model"). 
The  estimate  Includes  an  incremental  rate 
of  return  on  retained  earnings  which  are 
invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  Identification 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Oeneratlng  Facilities  To  The 
Use  of  Coal,  October  1976.  This  analysis  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  annual  incremental  increase 
in  reve.iue  requirements  to  be  $38,433,000, 
which  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on  the  util¬ 
ity’s  financial  statement  and  represents  rev¬ 
enues  required  to  offset  any  potential  loss  in 
United  Illuminating’s  net  earnings  per  share 
as  reported  for  Fiscal  Year  ending  1976.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  increase  In 
costs  of  $37,720,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately 
$29,481,000  attributable  to  compliance  with 
this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  currently  under 
consideration,  the  net  annual  revenue  re- 
qulremenu  of  the  utility  should  Increase  by 
approximately  $8,239,000. 

4.  Consumer  Impact.  The  potential  Initial 
Impact  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Bridge¬ 
port  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  is  a  net  increase  in 
revenues  required  from  United  Illuminating 
consumers  of  approximately  $0.0019  per  kilo¬ 
watt  hour  of  electricity  sold  by  United  Illu¬ 
minating.  This  estimate  is  based  on  FEA’s 
analysis  of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer 
Model.  The  actual  amount  of  the  increase 
will  depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  in¬ 
vestment  necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order,  the  methods  which  United 
Illuminating  selects  to  finance  the  increased 
costs  associated  with  burning  coal  as  a  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  at  Bridgeport  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3,  the  extent  to  which  the  cost  increase 
is  spread  among  United  Illuminating  cus¬ 
tomers,  the  regulations  or  policies  of  the  reg¬ 
ulatory  agencies  with  Jurisdiction  over 
United  Illuminating  regarding  inclusion  of 
such  cost  increases  in  consumer  rates,  the 
actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost  differential, 
and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3 
will  discourage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  and  encourage  the  in¬ 
creased  use  of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude 
that  this  action  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro- 
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hlbitlon  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  powerplants  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Bridge¬ 
port  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would  be  consistent 
with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a 
means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  in  a  man¬ 
ner  which  is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable,  with  existing  national  commit¬ 
ments  to  protect  and  improve  the  environ¬ 
ment. 

HI.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
ivill  be  available  to  these  powerplants  during 
the  period  until  December  31,  1984. — A.  Coal 
availability. 

1.  National  coal  reserves.  United  States 
coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufficient  to  sup¬ 
ply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Mines  date  show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve 
base  of  over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of 
which  is  currently  technically  and  econom¬ 
ically  recover  able  (Demonstrated  Coal  Re¬ 
serve  Base  of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur 
Category,  on  January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of 
Mines  (May  1075)  (hereafter  "BOM  Sur¬ 
vey”)).  Within  these  recoverable  reserves  ap¬ 
proximately  200  billion  tons  contain  1  per¬ 
cent  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  determine 
when  certain  quantities  of  these  reserves  are 
expected  to  be  available,  FEA  has  examined 
several  studies,  referenced  herein,  which  to¬ 
gether  provide  the  best  current  evidence  as  to 
coal  availability  for  the  period  ending  De¬ 
cember  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  pi^uction,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few 
coal  producers  have  firm  expansion  plans 
that  extend  that  far  Into  the  future;  how¬ 
ever,  the  projected  total  planned  national 
coal  production  for  1985  already  meets  99 
percent  of  the  total  U.S.  demand  expected 
In  1985.  With  time,  more  potential  mine  de¬ 
velopments  will  become  firm  plans,  thus  in¬ 
creasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production  potential 


Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  . .  732.  3 

1978  .  791.6 

1979  .  851.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  .  960. 0 

1982  .  994.  3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  . . 1,028.7 

1985  _ 1,029.6 


ITie  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA's  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accu¬ 
rate  plans  for  new  ciq>aclty  additions  be¬ 
yond  1980.  The  1985  projection,  tberefote, 
tends  to  underestimate  actual  production 
potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1985  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,  August  1976,  (hereafter  "Avail¬ 
ability  Study”)  indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Production 

(million 

tons) 

.  48. 4 

. 122.2 

.  237. 1 

.  287.3 

.  344  0 

_  363.9 

.  390.  1 

.  469.5 

.  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Demand 

(million 

tons) 

_  698 

—  730 

764 
799 
...  842 

887 
...  936 

...  985 

...  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOT,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 


hibition  Coders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  as  follows 
(Coal  Availability  and  Demand;  Round  I 
and  II  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,  August 
1976  (hereafter  “Coal  Conversion  Study”)): 


Year: 

1977 

1978 
1979. 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
(million  tons) 

.  4.6 

.  9. 1 

. 12.0 

. 17.0 

.  19. 9 

. 26.  8 

. 26.8 

. 26.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  "Availability  Study”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  powerplants.  The  survey 
is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey,  FEA  estimated  thir  uncommitted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974  pro¬ 
duction. 

a.  Characteristio  coal  requirements  for 
these  powerplants.  FEA’s  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  cyclone  and  pul- 
verlzed-ooal  dry  bottom  boilers  of  the  type 
used  at  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3,  will  be 
able  to  burn  coal  of  the  following  charac¬ 
teristics  and  comply  with  all  applicable  air 
pollution  control  requirements. 


Units  1  and  2 


Unit  3 


Btu’s  per  pound .  12,000  minimum .  11,700  minimum. 

Moisture .  1.1  pet  maximum . 1,1  pet  maximum. 

Ash .  18  pet  maximum . 20  pet  maximum. 

Volatile .  1.1  pet  minimum . 1.1  pet  minimum. 

Ash  softening  temperature . 2..300  (®F)  maximum .  2,200  (®F)  minimum. 

Sulfur . 2.7  pet  maximum  (approximate) . 2.7  pet  maximum  (approximate). 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
powerplants.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 


Year 

Demand  (1,000  tons) 

Units  1  and  2 

Unit  3 

1982  and  thereafter . 

498 

772 

c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  ’The  PEA  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type 
described  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be 
potentially  available  to  Bridgeport  Harbor  1, 
2  and  3  in  a  nationwide  market  as  follows; 

Year 

Production  (1,000  tons) 

Units  1  and  2 

Unit  3 

1977  . 

1978  . 

1979  . 

1980  . 

1981  . 

1982  . 

1983  . 

1984  . V . 

17,595 
44,749 
97,431 
113,720 
137, 139 
144,492 
154, 118 
187,596 

29,757 

64,064 

12.1,895 

148,591 

176,825 

186,738 

200,028 

238,426 

d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  oharaeteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 


NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  I 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  B 
outstaqdlng  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  H 
under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  National  B 
ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand  as  pre-  Q 
viously  stated  in  paragraph  A.2.C.,  above.  Is:  H 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  4, 500 

1978  .  9, 100 

1979  . . . - _ 12,000 

1980  . 17,000 

1981  . 19,200 

1982  _ 26,800 

1983  . 26,800 

1984  . 26,800 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  In  a  probable 
regional  supply/demand  relationship  related 
to  the  location  of  these  powerplants  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  13  as 
follows: 


Production  (I,(X)0tans) 

Year  - 

Units  1  and  2  Unit  3 


1077 .  13,(127  24,204 

1978  .  84,65(1  49,941 

1979  .  75,580  95,725 

1980  .  87,825  106,880 

1981  .  104,620  129,725 

1982  .  110,318  137,324 

1983  .  117,770  147,573 

1984  .  143,696  175,406 
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f.  Reffional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardlesM  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  Chirac* 
terlstlc  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A  3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  expected 
to  result  from  this  NOI  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA.  This  po¬ 
tential  regional  demand  Is  estimated  in 
PEA’S  “Coal  Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tonst 

19T7  .  2, 369 

1978  .  4,449 

1979  .  6,811 

1980  .  10,361 

1981  .  11,906 

1982  .  19,603 

1983  .  19,503 

1984  .  19,603 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charcusteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  8  and  13  for  coal  with  a 
2.21-2.71  percent  sulfur  content  (which  in¬ 
cludes  the  2.7  percent  maximum  sulfur  con¬ 
tent  described  In  paragraph*  A.3.a.,  above) 
resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is 
estimated  in  FEA’s  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
as  follows: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 


Year:  2.21  to  2.71 

1977  .  0 

1978  .  0 

1979  .  28 

1980  .  78 

1981  .  78 

1982  .  3,421 

1983  .  3,421 

1984  .  3.421 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal, 
stated  In  paragraph  A.S.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Study" 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and  13  uncom- 
nUtted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  3  and  3  as 
described  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  this  uncommitted  coal  ex¬ 
ists  In  amounts  sufficient  In  any  year  to 
meet  the  estimated  additional  demand  for 
coal,  both  nationally  and  from  these  Dis¬ 
tricts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  will 
probably  be  bought  from  producers  according 
to  regional  supply/demand  relationships  re¬ 
lated  to  the  powerplants’  locations  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  these  power- 
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plants  could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets 
as  such  production  becomes  available.  (’The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond, 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  November  7, 1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study.  Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,  November  1976,  (here¬ 
after  after  “Transportation  Availability 
Study”),  coal  for  Bridgeport  Harbcr  1,  2  and 
3  would  probably  come  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
(BOM)  District  8  as  both  the  primary  and 
alternate  source  of  supply.  While  this  supply 
area  is  the  nearest  available  potential  source 
able  to  supply  complying  coal  to  these  power- 
plants,  complying  coal  can  be  transferred  by 
rail  from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  States.  The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
aa  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transport  .^tlon 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  for  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2 
and  3  would  originate  on  the  Chessle  System 
Inc.  (Batlimore  it  Ohio)  from  District  8  to 
Baltimore,  Maryland,  taking  Consolidated 
Railroad  Corporation  (Conrail)  New  York, 
New  York,  and  ship  the  coal  from  Port  Read¬ 
ing  to  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  via  Inland 
barges  using  Express  Marine  or  Red  Star  Tow¬ 
ing  and  ’Transportation.  ’The  total  rail  d's- 
tance  Is  approximately  400  miles,  with  a  mar¬ 
ine  leg  of  about  60  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  Involve  originating  coal  on  the  Chessle 
(B&O)  to  Baltimore,  Maryland,  and  taking 
Conrail  to  Bridgeport,  Connecticut. 

Another  alternate  route  from  an  alternate 
supply  area  would  be  to  originate  coal  from 
BOM  District  8  to  Kenova,  West  Virginia,  on 
Chessle  (C&O)  to  Baltimore,  Maryland,  on 
the  B&O  and  by  Inland  barge  to  Bridgeport, 
Connecticut. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  Chessle 
(B&O),  the  expected  originating  carrier  of 
coal  for  Bridgeport  H  rbor  1,  3  and  3,  has 
approximately  21,000  hopper  cars  with  an 
estimated  average  capacity  of  76  tons.  Using 
an  average  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per 
year  per  75-ton  car,  the  B&O  may  need  as 
many  as  860  additional  csrs  to  handle  the  In¬ 
creased  demand  from  the  Bridgeport  Harbor 
1,  2  and  3.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the 
railroad  would  neither  have  excess  originat¬ 
ing  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  car¬ 
riers  In  the  originating  vicinity. 

’The  BAO  Indicated  that  It  is  willing  to 
acquire  gny  needed  capacity  involved  In 
shipment  to  the  Bridgeport  Harbor  facility 
and  that  It  would  modify  its  expansion  plans 
with  demand  conditions.  The  railroad  also 
Indicated  that  its  carylng  capacity  could  be 
expanded  as  quickly  as  the  utility  prepares 
to  burn  coal. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that,  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal. 

’The  study  examined  existing  rail  trans¬ 
portation  car  capacity,  water  transportation 
capacity,  including  unloading  doc^,  where 
applicable,  and  took  Into  account  projec¬ 
tions  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  antic¬ 
ipated  demand  for  all  types  of  transporta¬ 
tion  facilities  assuming  all  powerplants 
studied  were  to  receive  orders  under  section 
2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  BAO  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  are  in  satisfactory  operating  condl- 
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tlon  and  loading  facilities  could  handle  the 
required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  Coal  would  be  delivered  to  Bridge¬ 
port  Harbor  1,  3  and  3  from  Port  Reading. 
New  York,  by  inland  barge.  Red  Star  Towing 
and  Transportation  and  Express  Marine 
have  expressed  willingness  to  provide  the 
necessary  services.  Although  existing  barge 
capacity  Is  sufficient  to  handle  the  load  Im¬ 
posed  by  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3,  If  all 
potential  Prohibition  candidates  studied 
were  ordered  to  convert,  some  new  barges 
would  have  to  be  built.  ’The  barge  compa¬ 
nies  are  willing  to  undertake  the  necessary 
construction,  given  a  long  enough  lead  time 
and  a  long-term  barging  commitment. 

Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  have  facilities 
to  receive  coal  by  either  barge  or  rail.  In  the 
past  coal  was  received  by  rail,  coming  in  on 
a  New  Haven  Railroad  (Conrail)  spur,  and 
being  unloaded  by  a  shaker  unloader. 
According  to  the  utility,  however,  coal 
bought  in  the  future  would  probably  come 
In  by  barge.  ’The  docking  facilities  are  ade¬ 
quate  to  receive  inland  barges.  A  continuous 
bucket  unloader  was  installed  In  1968  and 
was  never  used.  ’This  unloading  system  will 
be  capable  of  handling  the  projected  load, 
although  It  will  require  some  repair  work  to 
be  brought  to  a  satisfactory  operating  con-  ^ 
dltlon.  It  is  expected  that  these  repairs  can 
be  accomplished  prior  to  the  effective  date 
for  coal  burning. 

’There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  of  Prohibition 
Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no 
significant  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2 
and  3  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  their 
primary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the 
reliability  of  service  In  the  area  served  by 
the  affected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  Information  submitted  to  FEA  by 
the  Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after 
consultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  Is¬ 
suance  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Bridgeport 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3  will  not  Impair  the  reli¬ 
ability  of  service  In  the  area  served  by  these 
powerplants.  This  proposed  finding  Is  based 
on  the  facts  and  Interpretations  stated 
below : 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 

1.  The  Bridgeport  Harbor  Station  Is  owned 
by  United  Illuminating  Company,  which  Is 
a  member  of  the  New  England  Power  Ex¬ 
change  (NEPEX),  which  Is  within  the  geo¬ 
graphical  area  of  the  New  England  Sub- 
region  of  the  Northeast  Power  Coordinating 
Council  regional  electric  reliability  council. 

2.  The  term  “dispatching  system”  as  used 
In  the  proposed  finding  means  NEPEX. 

3.  ’The  gross  capacity  as  of  September 
1976,  of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants 
was  20,841  MW.  (See  line  1,  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed  changes,  up  to  the  period  In 
which  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would 
Implement  a  Prohibition  Order  will  result  In 
the  gross  capacities  Indicated  on  line  3  of 
attachment  1  because  of  the  following 
changes  In  the  dispatching  system  listed  In 
Table  1: 
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Table  1 


PowerpUnt  designation  Fuel  Type  of  chance  Capaclt  y  change  EflecUve  date 

(megawatt) 


Potter  2 . 

Wyman  4 . 

Seabrook  1 . . 

Stony  Brook  1... 
Millstone  Point  3. 
PUgiim  2 . 


Oil . 

. Add 

Oil . 

. Add 

. Add 

OU . 

. Add 

. Add 

_ do . 

. Add 

-Hkl  January  1977. 
-HJOO  December  1973. 
+1,150  June  1961. 

+270  November  19U. 
+1, 150  May  1962. 
+1,180  October  1962. 


Totals: 

Mar.  1  to  Apr.  30, 1982 . 

July  1  to  Aug.  31, 1982 . 

Sept.  1  to  Oct.  31,  1962 . 

Note.— See  line  2,  attachment  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  in  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  information  available 
to  PEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-2  dated  October  25,  1976)  at 
the  time  this  NOI  is  issued.  FEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  In  such  event,  with  minor 
modifications  to  the  projected  schedule  of 
changes  contained  in  Table  1,  as  well  as  the 
New  England  Power  Exchange  Oonverslon 
Schedule  (attachment  2  to  this  NOI),  gross 
capacity  In  the  dispatching  system  would 
not  be  significantly  affected  during  the  .pe¬ 
riod  required  for  conversion  of  Bridgeport 
Harbor  1,  2  and  3.  The  New  England  Power 
Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  U  FEA's 
estimate  of  the  outage  times  for  all  the 
powerplants  in  NEPEX  that  are  currently  be¬ 
ing  considered  for  Prohibition  Orders.  The 
schedule  assumes  outages  for  conversion  at 
those  times  that  are  optimally  suited,  in 
terms  of  forecast  peak  load  periods,  to  main¬ 
tain  reliability  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system.  1.  Forecasts  of  peak  loads  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  in 
which  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would 
implement  a  Prohibition  Order  are  as  indi¬ 
cated  on  line  8  of  attachment  1. 

2.  The  forecast  r>eak  loads  have  been  com¬ 
pared  with  loads  in  previous  similar  periods. 
The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate  for  these 
forecasts  is  6.5  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance  Including  other  power- 
plants  imolementln<'  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  sjrstem  during  the  periods  in  which 
Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  may  be  imple¬ 
menting  a  Prohibition  Order,  may  result  in 
some  loss  of  capacity  which  Is  expected  to  be 
as  indicated  on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  for  each 
powerplant  is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications,  installations,  ch*  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  should  it  become  effective.  The 
powerplants  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing  and 
adjustment  following  such  modifications. 
This  period  is  not  expected  to  exceed  30  days. 
To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum  reserve 
capacity,  these  projected  outages  are  most 
likely  to  occur  during  the  year  1982.  The 
potential  loss  of  capacity  from  an  outage  of 
Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  would  be  ap¬ 
proximately  82  MW,  180  MW,  and  400  MW 
respectively  (line  7  attachment  1).  The  po¬ 
tential  loss  of  capacity  from  a  combined 
outage  of  Bridgeport  Harbor  1 .  2  and  3  would 
be  approximately  662  MW.  This  represents 
the  maximum  potential  loss  due  to  outages 
at  these  powerplants,  but  it  is  expected  that 


AtUe4 

+2.115 

+3.265 

+4,445 


Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  will  be  imple¬ 
menting  a  Prohibition  Order  at  different 
times.  This  maximum  potential  loss  of  662 
MW  is  included  in  the  total  outages  indicated 
on  line  6  of  attachment  1.  (The  assumed 
conversion  period  specified  on  attachments  1 
and  2  is  shown  for  purpose  of  illustration 
only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line 
4  of  attachment  1 )  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  6  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  implementing  Prohibition 
Orders,  if  the  attached  New  England  Power 
Exchange  Conversion  Schedule  is  followed. 
Maximum  projected  outages  are  expected  to 
be  as  Indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1. 
thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity  and  re¬ 
sulting  in  a  net  dependable  capacity  for  the 
dispatching  sjrstem. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
Information,  the  net  dependable  cS^aclty  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

2.  Comparing  these  net  dependable  ca¬ 
pacities  to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown 
on  line  8  of  attachment  1  Indicates  that  the 
reserve  capacities  shown  on  line  10  of  at¬ 
tachment  1  would  exist  for  the  dl^atchlng 
system. 

3.  Comparison  of  these  reserve  capacities 
to  the  forecast  peak  loads  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  results  in  reserve  margins 
as  indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as 
contrasted  with  reserve  margins  as  indicated 
on  line  12  of  attachment  1  if  no  units  were 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders) . 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  consid¬ 
ers  these  to  be  acceptable  reserve  margins 
taking  into  consideration  the  geographical 
location  of  Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3. 

6.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion, 
there  will  be  a  net  19.6  MW  deraUng  of 
Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3  as  a  result  of 
using  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  interconnections 
may  transfer  an  additional  1,925  MW  into  the 
dispatching  system.  This  capacity  may  pro¬ 
vide  an  additional  resource  of  electric  power 
during  the  implementation  period  and  will 
enhance  the  reliability  of  service. 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system  condi¬ 

tions.  including  any  schedule  outage  by 
Bridgeport  Harbor  1,  2  and  3,  are  as  presently 
forecast  during  the  time  Required  to  imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  by  Bridgeport  Har¬ 
bor  1,  2  and  3.  there  will  be  no  impairment  of 
reliability  of  service  within  the  meaning  of 
ESECA  in  the  area  served  by  United  Illumi¬ 
nating  or  in  the  dispatching  system  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  Order.  ^ 
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New  England  power  exchange  reliability  data — Bridgeport  Harbor 

■  Assumed  conversion  periods  (megawstt  capacity) 

1962  1982 

Mar.  1-Apr.  40  July  1-Aug.  31  Sept.  1-Oct.  31 


1  Orosscapacity  of  NEPEX  asofSept.  1,  1976 . 

2  Added  capacity . . . 

3  Oroes  capacity . . . . . 

4  Schedulra  outages  for  maintenance . 

6  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibition  orders . 

6  Maximum  projected  outages  due  to  maintenance  and 

prohibition  orders  (line  4  plus  5) . 

7  Unit  outage . . 

8  Peak  load . . . 

#  Net  dependable  capacity . 

10  Reserve  capacity . 

11  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  and  proliiijition 

orders) . 

12  Reserve  margin  percent  (maintenance  only) . 


20.841 

20.841 

20.841 

2,115 

3,265 

4,445 

22,936 

24, 106 

25,286 

2,101 

687 

3,603 

915 

925 

1,598 

3,016 

1,612 

5, 201 

82 

180 

400 

15,684 

18.  .333 

17. 162 

19,941 

22,494 

20,085 

4,265 

3,961 

2,923 

27.14 

21.. 37 

17.03 

32.97 

26.36 

26.34 

New  England  power  exchange  conversion  schedule 


NEPEX  member 


Station 


Unit  A.ssumed  conversion  dates 


Northeast  Utilities . Mt.  Tom . 

Do . - . Middletown . 

Do _ do . 

Do . do . 

Do . •- . Norwalk  Harbor... 

Do . do . 

The  United  Illuminating  Co .  Brldcepcrt  Harbor. 

Do . do . 

Do . . . do . . 

Eastern  Utilities  Associates .  Somerset . 

New  England  Electric  System .  Rruyton  Point . 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 

Do .  Salem  Harbor . 

Do . do . 

Do . do . 


1  March  to  April  1982. 

1  Do. 

2  May  to  Juno  1982. 

3  July  to  Septemlier  1982. 

1  March  to  August  1982. 

2  8epteml)er  to  Fel)ruary  1983. 

1  March  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 

8  March  to  April  1982. 

1  Do. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  October  to  November  1982. 

1  Mareh  to  April  1982. 

2  July  to  August  1982. 

3  September  to  October  1982. 
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ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Powerplants 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  hereby -sl'ies  notice  of  its  inte'^tion 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  section  2  ( a) 
and  (b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination  Act  of  1974,  as 
amended  (E8ECA),  and  Chapter  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CFR),  Parts 
303  and  305  to  the  following  powerplants: 


Docket 

No. 


Owner 


Uenerating  station 


Power- 
plant  No. 


Location 


OFU-154  Com  Belt  Power  Cooperative . 1...  Wisdom. . 

OFU-155  Independence  Power  &  Liglit  Deiwrt-  Blue  Valley _ 

ment. 

OFU-158  8t.  Joseph  Light  &  Power  Co .  Lake  Rd . 

OFU-157  . do . do . 

OFU-159  Fremont  Department  of  Utilitiej .  LunD.  Wright. 


Spencer,  Iowa. 
Independence, 
Mo. 

St.  Joseph,  Mo. 
Do. 

Fremont,  Ncbr. 


FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the  op> 
portunlty  for  oral  and  written  presenta¬ 
tion  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarded  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Orders. 

The  proijosed  orders  would  prohibit 
the  above-named  powerplants  from 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  a  powerplant,  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and  305.3 
(b)  require  that  FEA  And  the  powerplant 
had  the  capability  and  necessary  plant 
equipment  to  bum  coal  as  of  June  22, 
1974.  A  Prohibition  Order  may  not  be 
issued  unless  FEA  can  find  that  the  pro¬ 
hibition  of  the  utiliwtion  of  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  a  primary 
energy  source  is  practicable  and  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA,  that 
coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 


will  be  available  during  the  period  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  be  in  effect,  and 
that  the  prohibition  will  not  Impair  the 
reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served 
by  the  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  find¬ 
ings,  as  well  as  its  proposed  conclusions 
and  rationale  with  respect  to  these  find¬ 
ings,  for  each  powerplant  are  set  out  in 
the  Appendix  to  this  notice.  These  find¬ 
ings,  conclusions  and  rationale  may  be 
amended  as  a  result  of  comments  re¬ 
ceived  by  FEA  pursuant  to  this  notice 
and  other  information  available  to  FEA. 
The  findings,  conclusions  and  rationale 
will  be  included,  with  any  amendments, 
for  each  Prohibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

Upon  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  de¬ 
termine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
some  or  all  of  the  above-named  power- 
plants.  These  Prohibition  Orders  will  not 
become  effective,  however,  until  (1) 


either  (a)  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
notifies  the  FEA,  in  accordance  with 
section  119(d)(1)(B)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act,  that  the  powerplant  is  able  to  bum 
coal  and  to  comply  «vith  all  applicable 
air  pollution  control  requirements  with¬ 
out  a  compliance  date  extension  under 
section  119(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b)  if  such 
notification  is  not  given  by  EPA,  the 
date  that  the  Administrator  of  EPA  cer¬ 
tifies,  pursuant  to  section  119(d)(1)  (B) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  is  the  earliest  date 
that  the  powerplant  will  be  able  to  com¬ 
ply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  requirements  of  section  119  of  that 
Act:  and  (2)  FEA  has  considered  the  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  of  the  order,  pur¬ 
suant  to  10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and  305.9 
and  has  served  the  affected  powerplant 
with  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  10  CFR  303.10(b) ,  303.37(b)  and 
305.7.  The  date  the  Prohibition  Order 
will  be  effective  will  be  stated  in  the 
Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

10  CFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to  a 
powerplant,  FEA  shall  perform  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 
That  analysis  shall  result  in  either  (1) 
issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  will  not,  if  made  effective 
by  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness,  be  likely  to 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  quality 
of  the  human  environment;  or  (2)  the 
preparation  by  FEA  of  an  environmental 
impact  statement  covering  significant 
site-specific  impacts  that  are  likely  to 
result  from  the  Prohibition  Order  and 
that  have  not  been  adequately  addressed 
in  the  Final  Environmental  Statement 
(FES  75-1,  dated  April  25,  1975)  or  in 
other  official  documents  made  publicly 
available.  If  FEA  prepares  an  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement  covering  sig¬ 
nificant  site-specific  Impacts  resulting 
from  a  Prohibition  Order,  the  statement 
shall  be  prepared  and  published  for  com¬ 
ment  in  accordance  with  section  102(2) 
(C)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Notice 
of  Effectiveness.  Interested  persons  may 
request  a  public  hearing  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  303.173  to  comment  on  the  contents 
of  a  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment.  With  respect  to  comments  regard¬ 
ing  any  impact  on  air  quality  that  might 
result  from  a  proposed  Prohibition  Order, 
however,  it  should  be  recognized  that 
ESECA  has  assigned  to  EPA  the  primary 
responsibility  for  analyzing  the  effect  of 
any  such  order  on  the  Nation’s  air  quality 
and  for  determining  the  applicable  air 
pollution  control  requirements  that  apply 
to  the  powerplant  that  has  been  issued 
an  order.  It  is  expected  that,  in  almost 
every  case,  a  powerplant  to  which  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  Issued  will  be  eligible 
to  apply  to  EPA  for  a  compliance  date 
extension.  In  connection  with  that  appli¬ 
cation,  EPA  must  provide  an  opportunity 
for  written  comment  and  oral  presenta¬ 
tion  of  data,  views  and  arguments  by 
Interested  persons.  Enclosed  with  the  No¬ 
tice  of  Effectiveness  may  be  a  compliance 
reporting  schedule  to  insure  that  the 
powerplant  will  be  able  to  comply  with 
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the  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a  primary 
energy  source  on  the  effective  date  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposal  to 
issue  Prohibitive  Orders  to  the  power- 
plants  listed  above  is  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  argiunents.  Comments  should 
relate  to  the  individual  docket  numbers 
and  should  make  clear  to  which  docket 
number  the  individual  comment  is  ad¬ 
dressed. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the  ade¬ 
quacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings; 
(2)  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  includ¬ 
ing  any  site-  jpecific  environmental  im¬ 
pacts;  and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or  im¬ 
pacts  of  the  proposed  Prohibition  Order 
believed  to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CPR  303.173  (c)  and 
(d),  PEA  hereby  announces  that  a  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  to  receive  oral  presentation 
of  data,  views  and  arguments  of  inter¬ 
ested  persons  will  be  held  beginning  at 
9  a.m.  on  May  10  and  11,  1977,  in  Room 
114,  Federal  Building,  601  E.  12th  Street, 
Kansas  City.  Missouri  64106.  Any  person 
who  has  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
heaXi  ,  or  who  is  a  representative  of  a 
group  or  class  of  persons  which  has  an 
interest  on  the  subject  of  the  hearing 
may  make  a  written  request,  or  a  verbal 
request  if  confirmed  in  writing,  for  an 
op[x>rtunity  to  make  an  oral  presenta¬ 
tion.  Tliat  request  should  be  directed  to 
Wilbur  Jenny,  PEA  Region  vn,  1150 
Grand  Avenue,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 
64106,  816-374-3116.  The  request  should 
be  received  before  4.30  p.m.,  Tuesday, 
May  3,  1977.  The  request  should  describe 
the  (lerson’s  interest  in  the  issue(s)  in¬ 
volved;  if  appropriate,  it  should  state 
why  the  person  is  an  appropriate  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  gp'oup  or  class  of  per¬ 
sons  which  has  such  an  interest;  it 
should  give  a  concise  summary  of  the 
proposed  oral  presentation  and  a  phone 
number  where  the  person  may  be  con¬ 
tacted  through  May  9, 1977.  Speakers  will 
be  contacted  by  an  PEA  representative 
before  4.30  pm.,  Thursday,  May  5,  1977 
and  should  submit  ten  (10)  copies  of 
their  oral  presentation,  if  possible,  unless 
such  presentation  is  less  than  five  (5) 
pages,  in  which  <»se  only  one  copy  is 
required,  to  Neil  Adams,  Regional  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  F^eral  Energy  Admini.stra- 
tion,  1150  Grand  Ave.,  Kansas  CTity,  Mis¬ 
souri  64106,  before  4:30  p.m.,  Monday, 
May  9.  1977. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views  and  ar¬ 
guments  should  be  contained  in  a  written 
submission  in  support  of  the  oral  pre¬ 
sentation.  The  oral  presentation  itself 
should  be  a  summary  of  those  written 
comments. 

While  PEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak,  PEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective 
presentations  and  |o  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
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hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  request¬ 
ing  to  be  heard.  The  PEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all  rele¬ 
vant  data,  views  and  arguments. 

An  PEA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  During 
oral  presentations  only  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  There 
will  be  no  cross-examination.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  all  initial  oral  presentations, 
each  person  who  has  made  an  oral  state¬ 
ment  will  be  given  the  opportunity  if  he 
or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a  rebuttal 
statement.  The  rebuttal  statements  will 
be  given  in  the  order  in  which  the  initial 
statements  were  made  and  will  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an  oral- 
presentation.  Hie  presiding  officer  will 
determine  whether  to  ask  questions, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  announced  by  the  presiding 
officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
comments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  PEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  public  reading  room  located  in 
Room  2107,  Federal  Building,  12th  and 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20461,  and  the  PEA  JBRgTonal  Office, 
Library,  1150  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri  64106,  between  the  hours 
of  8  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m.,  Monday  through 
Friday.  Anyone  may  purchase  a  copy  of 
the  transcript  from  the  reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  or  arguments  with  respect  to  tliese 
proposed  Prohibition  Orders  to  Execu¬ 
tive  Communications,  Federal  Energy 
Administration,  Room  3309,  Federal 
Building,  12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  PEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Prohibition 

Order  for  the _ Powerplant.” 

Fifteen  cc^ies  should  be  submitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
p.m.,  Monday,  May  30,  1977,  all  oral 


presentations,  and  all  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  otherwise 
available  to  PEA  will  be  considered  by 
PEA  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  furnishing 
it  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted  in 
WTiting,  one  copy  only.  The  PEA  reserves 
the  right  to  determine  the  confidential 
status  of  the  information  or  data  and  to  I 
treat  it  in  accordance  with  that  deter¬ 
mination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA 
( 10  CPR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  PEA  Regional  Offices : 
Region,  Addrem  and  Phonx 

I —  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Administrator,  i 

150  Causeway  Street,  Room  700,  Boston,  { 

Massachusetts  02114,  617-223-3701.  j 

II —  Alfred  Klelnfield,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  26  Federal  Plaza,  Room  3206,  New  York, 
New  York  10007,  212-264-1021. 

III —  J.  A.  LaSala,  Regional  Administrator, 

1421  Cherry  Street,  Room  1001,  Philadel¬ 
phia.  Pennsylvania  10102,  215-607-3390. 

IV —  Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator. 

1655  Peachtree  Street,  NE.,  8th  Flom-,  At¬ 
lanta  30309,  404-626-2837. 

V —  N.  Allen  Andersen,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Office  Building,  176  West  Jack- 
son  Blvd.,  Room  A-333,  Chicago,  Illinois 
60604,  312-353-0640. 

VI —  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 

Post  Office  Box  35228,  2626  West  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75236,  214-749- 
7345. 

VII —  Neil  Adams.  Regional  Administrator, 

1150  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 
64106,  816-374-2061. 

VIII —  Dudley  Faver,  Regional  Administrator, 

Post  Office  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch,  1075 
South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood,  Colorado 
80226.  303-234-2420. 

IX—  William  Arntz,  Regional  Administrator, 

111  Pine  Street.  San  Francisco,  California 
94111,415-556-7216. 

X —  Jack  B.  Robertson,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  1992  Federal  Building,  916  Second 
Avenue,  Seattle,  Washington  98174,  206- 
442-7280. 

Any  que.sti(ms  regarding  this  notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  PEA  National 
Office  8LS  follows:  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration.  Code  GPU  (Prohibition 
Order:  Powerplant),  Washington,  D.C. 
20461,  202-566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Co¬ 
ordination  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C.  791  et  seq.), 
as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  En¬ 
ergy  Administration  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C. 

761  et  seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-386; 

E.O.  11790  (39  FR  23186).) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  April  25, 
1977. 


Eric  J.  Fygi, 
Acting  General  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 


Appendix 

PROPOSED  FINDINGS  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA's  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket 

Owner 

Generating  station 

Unit  No.  LocaUon 

No. 

OFU-154 

Com  Belt  Power  Cooperative . 

. Wisdbm . 

1  Spencer,  Iowa. 
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These  findlnss,  ^ich  are  now  pro¬ 
posed  by  FEA.  are  based  on  the  informa¬ 
tion  that  has  been  provided  to  and  de¬ 
veloped  by  FEA  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
this  Notice  of  Intention  (NOD  to  issue  a 
Prohibition  Order. 

Com  Belt  Power  Cooperative  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “utility"  and  as  “Com 
Belt". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  And 
that  on  June  22.  1974,  Powerplant  Num¬ 
ber  1  at  the  Wisdom  Generating  Station 
(Wisdom  1)  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal. 
This  proposed  Andlng  is  based  on  the 
facts  and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Com  Belt,  in  information  Aled  with 
FEA  dated  July  8,  1975,  indicated  that 
this  powerplant  had  in  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boiler  had  been  designed  and 
constructed  or  modiAed  to  burn  coal  as 
its  primary  energy  source,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the 
powerplant  may  not  have  been  burning 
coal  as  its  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Wisdom  1  is  presently  burning  coal 
as  its  primary  energy  source.  Therefore, 
FEA  proposes  to  And  that  Wisdom  1  has 
the  necessary  plant  equipment  and  facil¬ 
ities  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

C.  Within  the  meaning  of  E^SECA  and 
the  regulations  promulgated  pursuant 
thereto,  this  powerplant  had  the  capabil¬ 
ity  and  necessary  plant  equipment  to 
bum  coal  as  of  June  22, 1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  is  prac¬ 
ticable  and  consistent  with  the  purposes 
of  ESECA.  FEA  proposes  to  And  that  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Wisdom  1  in  lieu  of 
petroleum  products  or  natural  gas  is 
practicable  and  consistent  with  the  pur- 
ptoses  of  ESECA.  This  Anding  is  based  on 
the  facts  and  Interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 
1.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.  a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  Since  Wisdom 
1  is  currently  burning  coal  as  its  primary 
energy  source,  FEA  proptoses  to  And  that 
Wisdom  1  has  acquired  or  modiAed  the 
equipment  and  facilities  necessary  for 
the  burning  of  coal  as  its  primary  energy 
source,  and  such  actions  were  not  under¬ 
taken  as  a  result  of  (or  in  contemplation 
of)  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 
These  acquisitions  or  modlAcations  either 
include  or  should  include  those  necessary 
for  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  (Tlean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  FEA  prop>oses  to  And  that  there 
are  no  apparent  signiAcant  increases  in 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  that 
would  result  from  the  continued  burning 
of  coal  by  Wisdom  1. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  The  alternate  fuel  which 
could  be  used  by  Wisdom  1  Is  natural  gas. 
However,  based  on  information  obtained 
from  the  Federal  Power  Commission  and 
from  Corn  Belt,  FEA  has  determined  that 
Wisdom  1  should  continue  to  experience  a 
substantial  curtailment  of  any  future  sup¬ 
ply  of  natural  gas.  FEA,  therefore,  proposes 
to  find  that  Wisdom  1  will  continue  to  bum 
coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source  with  no 
Increase  in  fuel  costs  as  a  result  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order. 


d.  Total  annual  costs.  FEA  proposes  to 
find  that  there  will  be  no  annual  Increase 
In  costs  Incurred,  at  Wisdom  1,  as  a  result  of 
an  order  which  prohibits  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  costs.  Considering  the 
fact  that  FEA  has  determined  that  Wisdom 
1  should  continue  to  experience  curtailment 
of  Its  alternate  fuel,  natural  gas,  as  well  as 
the  fact  that  the  utility  has  acquired  or 
modified  such  equipment  and  facilities  as  are 
necessary  In  order  to  bum  coal  as  Its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source,  FEA  proposes  to  find 
that  the  cost  of  burning  coal  in  lieu  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  Is  reason¬ 
able. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  Corn  Belt 
Power  Cooperative.  FEA  assumes  that 
any  capital  investment  costs  associated 
with  the  acquisitions  and  modiAcations 
necessary  for  the  burning  of  coal  at  Wis¬ 
dom  1  are  identiAed  in  the  utility’s  cur¬ 
rent  and  prospective  budgetary  plans. 
FEA  proposes  to  And  that  the  decision 
by  the  utility  to  acquire  or  modify  such 
equipment  and  facilities  in  order  to  bum 
coal  as  a  primary  energy  source  at  Wis¬ 
dom  1  was  based  on  an  analysis  of  the 
Anancial  capability  of  utility  to  assume 
such  capital  investment  costs  as  well  as 
any  additional  operating  maintenance 
costs  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
that  the  utility  has  concluded  that  the 
burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  petroleum 
products  or  natural  gas  is  economically 
feasible. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  FEA  proposes  to 
And  that  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Wisdom  1  should  have  no  ma¬ 
terial  effect  on  Corn  Belt  consumers 
since  there  will  be  no  signiAcant  change 
in  the  cost  of  producing  electricity  at 
Wisdom  1  as  a  result  of  the  continued 
burning  of  coal  at  this  powerplant. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  issuance  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  to  Wisdom  1  will  discour¬ 
age  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum 
products  and  encourage  the  continued 
use  of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that 
this  action  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of 
the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  anal¬ 
ysis  which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct 
prior  to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as 
the  necessity  for  this  powerplant  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  other  ap¬ 
plicable  environmental  protection  re¬ 
quirements,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude 
that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Wisdom  1 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  in  a  manner  which  is 
consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practica¬ 
ble,  with  existing  national  commitments 
to  protect  and  improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  will  be  available  to  this  power- 
plant  during  the  period  until  December 
31.  1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal 
reserves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are 
more  than  sufficient  to  supply  national 
needs  for  the  foreseeable  future.  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Mines  (BOM)  data  show  a  demonstrated 


coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  billion  Ums, 
over  half  of  which  is  currently  techni¬ 
cally  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May 
1975)  [hereafter  “BOM  Survey’’!), 
Within  these  recoverable  reserves  ap¬ 
proximately  200  billion  tons  contain  1 
percent  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  de¬ 
termine  when  certain  quantities  of  these 
reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies, 
referenced  herein,  which  together  pro¬ 
vide  the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal 
availability  for  the  period  ending  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  The  comparison,  stated  below,  of 
estimated  national  coal  production,  na¬ 
tional  coal  demand,  and  the  total  ton¬ 
nages  of  uncommitted  planned  national 
coal  production  (derived  from  responses 
to  a  survey  of  coal  producing  companies) 
shows  that  there  should  be  sufficient  pro¬ 
duction  of  coal  to  meet  the  total  na¬ 
tional  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1980,  plans  for  new  production  are  not 
yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal  pro¬ 
ducers  have  Arm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  into  the  future;  how¬ 
ever,  the  projected  total  planned  na¬ 
tional  coal  production  for  1985  already 
meets  99%  of  the  total  U.S.  demand  ex¬ 
pected  in  1985.  With  time,  more  potential 
mine  developments  will  become  Arm 
plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned  pro¬ 
duction. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  con¬ 
servatively  estimated  that  it  will  be 
practicable  to  produce  coal  nationally 
in  at  least  the  following  quantities: 


Prdduction 

potential 

Tear :  ( million  tons ) 

1977  _ _  732.  3 

1978  _  791.6 

1979  .  861.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  _ 960.0 

1982  .  994.  3 

1983  . - .  1,017.4 

1984  _  1.  028.  7 

1985  _  1,029.6 


The  Agures  shown  above  are  derived 
from  FEIA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study 
(May  1976).  ’This  study  demonstrates 
that  most  coal  producers  did  not  have 
Arm  or  accurate  plans  for  new  capacity 
additions  beyond  1980.  The  1985  projec¬ 
tion,  therefore,  tends  to  underestin^te 
actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1985  by  Quality 
Characteristics,  August  1976  (hereafter 
“Availability  Study”),  indicates  current 
plans  for  nationwide  production  of  un¬ 
committed  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  < million  tons) 

1977  . 48.4 

1978  _  122.2 

1979  _  237.  1 

1980  _ 287.3 

1981  _ _ _  344.  0 

1982  _ 363.9 

1983  _ _ _  390.  1 

1984  . .  469.5 

1985  _  644.9 
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b.  National  demand  exclusive  of 
ESECA  prohibition  order  demand.  The 
estimated  national  demand,  excluding 
any  increased  demand  resulting  from 
FEA  action  imder  the  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as  follows  (FEA 
1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  million  tonat 

1977  .  698 

J978  - 780 

1979  . - - -  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  . 842 

1982  .  887 

1983  .  935 

1984  .  985 

1985  .  1.404 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand.  The  estimate  potential  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
issued  to  date  under  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  of  ESECA  is  as  follows  (Coal 
Availability  and  Demand:  Round  I  and 
Round  II  Coal  Conversion  Candidates, 
August  1976,  hereafter  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”) : 

Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  6.4 

1978  .  10.0 

1979  . . . - . 13.0 

1980  .  18.0 

1981  .  20.2 

1982  . 41.4 

1983  . 41.4 

1984  .  41.4 

3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and 
demand.  FEA's  “Availability  Study” 
identifies  coal  of  specific  quality  charac¬ 
teristics  available  for  use  at  Wisdom  1. 
The  survey  is  based  on  data  from  31 
mining  companies  that  supplied  useful 
Information  on  96  mining  units.  Re¬ 
sponses  from  these  companies  Identified 
planned  pnxluction  of  coal  which  is  not 
now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  im- 
commltted  planned  production  based  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements 
for  this  powerplant.  FEA’s  “Coal  Con¬ 
version  Study”  has  determined  that  a 
pulverized-coal  dry  bottom  boiler,  of  the 
type  used  at  Wisdom  1.  is  able  to  bum 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution* 


control  requirements: 

BTU’S/to.  . >8,300 

Moisture  (percent) _  *15 

Ash  (percent) _  *20 

Volatile  (percent) _  >15 

Ash  softening  temp.  (*F) _ >2.200 

Sulfur  (approx.)  (percent) _  ‘2.2 


*  Minimum. 

*  Mazlmiim. 

b.  Characteristic  demand  from  this 
powerplant.  The  potential  demand  for 
(x>al,  of  the  type  described  above,  which 
would  result  from  this  NOI  is  estimated 
to  be  as  follows: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1979  and  thereafter _ 94 

c.  National  planned  production,  char¬ 
acteristic  coal.  The  FEA  “Coal  Conver¬ 
sion  Study”  has  determined  that  coal 
of  the  type  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.. 
above,  is  uncommitted  to  a  specific  buyer 
and  will  be  potentially  available  to  Wis¬ 
dom  1  in  a  nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tone) 

1977  _ _ _  84, 139 

1978  _  46, 733 

1979  _  92, 055 

1980  .  113,447 

1981  _  134,286 

1982  _  141,194 

1983  _  160,691 

1984  _  176,497 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  coal,  regardless  of  charac¬ 
teristics.  The  national  planned  produc¬ 
tion  of  characteristic  coal,  as  stated  in 
paragraph  A.3.C.,  above,  exceeds  poten¬ 
tial  demand  for  coal  regardless  of  char¬ 
acteristic  expected  from  this  NOI,  froip 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued 
to  date  imder  authority  of  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition 
Order  demand  as  previously  stated  in 
paragraph  A.2.C..  above,  is: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousaTid  tons) 

1977  .  6. 400 

1978  . 10,000 

1979  .  13,000 

1980  .  18,000 

1981  .  20,200 

1982  . 41,400 

1983  . 41,400 

1984  . . 41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  char¬ 
acteristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  character¬ 
istics  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  is  imcommitted  and  will  be  po¬ 
tentially  available  to  Wisdom  1  (in  a 
probable  regional  supply /demand  rela¬ 
tionship  relatefi  to  the  location  of  this 
powerplant)  from  BOM  Districts  7 
through  20  and  22  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  _ 19,491 

1978  - .  36,166 

1979  .  68, 168 

1980  .  83, 700 

1981  .  99, 069 

1982  .  104,369 

1983  . .  111,665 

1984  .  129,204 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  coal,  regardless  of  charac¬ 
teristic.  The  expected  regional  produc¬ 
tion  of  characteristic  coal,  as  stated  in 
paragraph  A.3.e,  above,  exceeds  the  po¬ 
tential  demand  for  coal  regardless  of 
characteristic  from  BOM  Districts  7 
through  20  and  22  expected  to  result 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  This  po¬ 


tential  regional  demand  is  estimated  in 
FEA’s  “Coal  Conversion  Study”  as  fol¬ 


lows: 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  _ 4,229 

1978  . 8,270 

1979  .  10,917 

1980  .  14,669 

1981  .  16,383 

1982  .  18,785 

1983  . 18,736 

1984  .  18,736 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic.  The  potential  regional  demand  from 
BOM  Districts  7  through  20  and  22  for 
coal  with  a  1.81-2.20%  sulfur  content 
(which  includes  the  2.2%  maximum 
sulfur  content  described  in  paragraph 
A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA  is  estimated  in  FEA’s 
“Coal  Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 


Year:  t.il  to  2.20 

1977  .  002 

1978  .  1. 956 

1979  . . .  2.  695 

1990  .  2. 696 

1981  .  2,696 

1982  .  4, 296 

1983  .  4,296 

1984  .  4. 296 


The  regional  planned  production  of 
coal  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above, 
with  the  characteristics  described  in 
paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  far  exceeds  the 
potential  ESECA  regional  demand  for 
coal  by  sulfur  characteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found 
no  state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limit¬ 
ing  the  extraction  or  utilization  of  coal 
that  would  adversely  affect  these  pro¬ 
duction  figures,  and  none  have  been 
brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Cbnclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability 
Study”  has  identified  nationally  and  in 
Bureau  of  Mines  Districts  7  through  20 
and  22  uncommitted  coal  production 
that  meets  the  requirements  of  Wisdom 
1  as  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above. 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  in  amounts  sufiBcient 
in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  addi¬ 
tional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  Wisdom  1  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to 
regional  supply/demand  relationships 
related  to  the  powerplant’s  location  from 
BOM  Districts  7  through  20  and  22.  FEA 
observes,  however,  that  this  powerplant 
could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as 
such  production  becomes  available.  (The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use 
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of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and 
Easterns  Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and 
Beyond,  School  of  Engineering,  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplant  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study.  Utility  Analysis  of  Coal 
Transportation  Availability,  November 
1976,  (hereafter  “Transportation  Avail¬ 
ability  Study”),  coal  for  Wisdom  1  would 
probably  come  from  BOM  District  19  as 
both  the  primary  and  alternate  source  of 
supply.  While  this  supply  area  is  the 
nearest  available  potential  source  able 
to  supply  complying  coal  to  these  power- 
plants,  complying  coal  can  be  transferred 
by  rail  from  other  identified  sources 
within  the  United  States.  The  analysis 
of  transportation  availability  is  based  on 
the  most  likely  route  as  well  as  an  alter¬ 
nate  route.  These  routes  were  chosen  to 
demonstrate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  pri¬ 
mary  route  for  coal  delivery  to  the  Wid- 
som  plant  would  originate  on  the  Union 
Pacific  (UP)  Railroad  to  Council  Bluffs. 
Iowa.  Coal  is  delivered  from  Coimcll 
Bluffs  to  Spencer,  Iowa  on  the  Chicago, 
Milwaukee,  St.  Paul  and  Pacific 
(CMSPbP)  via  Herndon,  Iowa.  The  total 
distance  is  approximately  800  miles. 

An  alternate  route  frcxn  the  primary 
supply  would  involve  originating  on  UP 
to  Omaha.  Coal  would  be  carried  to 
Sheldon,  Iowa  by  Chicago  and  North 
Western  (C&NW),  and  from  there  to 
the  plant  via  CMSP&P. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  UP, 
the  oriiginator  of  coal  for  Widsom  1,  has 
approximately  7,000  hopper  cars  with  an 
estimated  average  capacity -of  85  tons. 
Uking  an  average  niunber  of  deliveries 
of  20  per  year  per  85-ton  car,  the  UP  may 
need  as  many  as  60  addlticHial  cars  to 
handle  the  demand  from  Widsom  1.  Iliis 
estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad  will 
neither  have  excess  originating  capacity 
nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  in 
the  originating  vicinity.  The  UP  indicated 
that  it  is  willing  to  acquire  any  needed 
capacity  involved  in  shipment  to  the 
Widsom  facility  and  that  it  will  modify 
its  expansion  plans  with  demand  con¬ 
ditions. 

P^A’s  “Transportation  Availability 
Study”  concluded  that  for  all  potential 
Prohibition  Order  candidates  studied, 
there  would  be  no  major  constraints  in 
transporting  coal.  The  study  examined 
existing  rail  transportation  car  capacity, 
water  transportation  capacity.  Including 
unloading  docks,  where  applicable,  and 
took  into  account  projections  made  by  all 
carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities 
assuming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to 
receive  orders  under  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

The  UP  Indicated  that  transportation 
feicilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM 
District  19  are  in  satisfactory  operating 
conditions  and  that  loading  facilities 
could  handle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to 
carrying  coal  for  any  alternate  or  inter¬ 
mediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  power  plant 
facilities.  The  primary  and  alternate  des¬ 


tination  carrier  for  Wisdom  1  is  the  Chi¬ 
cago,  Milwaukee,  St.  Paul,  and  Pacific 
(CMSP&P)  Railroad.  This  company’s  Ju¬ 
risdiction  includes  tracks  to  the  plant, 
and  coal  is  presently  being  delivered  to 
the  plant.  The  plant  has  coed  unloading 
facilities,  and  these  are  adequate  to  han¬ 
dle  the  additional  indicated  demand 
through  1985.  No  construction  or  refur¬ 
bishment  of  these  facilities  is  underway 
or  planned. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportatiem  fa¬ 
cilities  will  be  available  for  the  period  a 
Prohibitiewi  Order  is  expected  to  be  in 
effect  since  no  significant  constraints  to 
coal  delivery  to  Wisdom  1  presently  exist, 
and  an  alternate  route  is  available. 

rv.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  Information  that  has  been 
provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior  to 
the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Independence  Power  St  Light  Department 
shall  be  referred  to  as  the  "utility”  and  as 
•TPLD”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22, 1974,  Powerplant  Number  3  at  the 
Blue  Valley  Generating  Station  (Blue  Valley 
3)  had  the  capability  and  necesary  plant 
equipment  to  bum  coal.  This  proposed  find¬ 
ing  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below: 

A.  IPLD,  In  Information  filed  with  FEA 
dated  July  9, 1975,  Indicated  that  this  power- 
plant  had  In  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a  boiler 
that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The  boiler 
had  been  designed  and  con^tru-ted  or  modi¬ 
fied  to  burn  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not  have 
been  burning  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Blue  Valley  3  Is  presently  burning  coal 
as  Its  primary  energy  source.  Therefore,  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  Blue  Valley  3  has  the 
necessary  plant  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

C.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto 
this  powerplant  had  the  capability  and  nec¬ 
essary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal  as  of 
June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal 
at  Blue  Valley  3  In  lieu  of  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  or  nautral  gas  Is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
finding  Is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Blue  Valley  3  will  be  operated  at  a  55  percent 
capacity  factor,  has  a  remaining  useful  life 
of  24  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this  NOI), 
Is  expected  to  have  at  least  21  years  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  after  conversion  of  the  power- 
plant,  and  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below: 


primary  energy  source  will  not  impair 
the  reliability  of  service  in  the  area 
served  by  the  affected  powerplant.  Based 
on  an  analysis  of  the  information  sub¬ 
mitted  to  PEA  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  and  Com  Belt,  PEA  pur¬ 
poses  to  find  that  the  issuance  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  to  Wisdom  1  will  not  im¬ 
pair  the  reliability  of  service  in  the  area 
served  by  the  powerplant  since  there  will 
be  no  outage  as  a  result  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Wisdom  1. 

Com  Belt  has  advised  FEA  that  Wis¬ 
dom  1  was  designed  to  bum  natural  gas 
or  coal  and  is  currently  burning  coal. 
There  will,  therefore,  be  no  Impairment 
of  reliability  of  service  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  ESECA  in  the  area  served  by  Com 
Belt  as  a  result  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 


A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 
1.  Costs  associated  with  hurning  coal. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  Initial 
capital  Investment  costs,  exclusive  of  financ¬ 
ing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the  ac¬ 
quisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coal  at  Blue  Valley  3  are  estimated  to  be 
approximately  33,046,000  which  assumes  that 
an  electrostatic  precipitator  wUl  be  required 
at  a  cost  of  93,046,000  to  comply  with  the 
air  pollution  control  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  This  estimate  was  supplied 
by  the  utility. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  Increase  In  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  Is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  $164,000  per 
year  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
air  pollution  control  equipment.  This  esti¬ 
mate  Is  based  on  a  PEDCo-Envlronmental 
Specialists,  Inc.  report  entitled  Coal  Con¬ 
version  Cost  Reasonableness  Analysis  For  The 
Blue  Valley  Plants,  March  6,  1977,  (hereafter 
“PEDCo.  Report”) . 

c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  Information 
supplied  by  IPLD  the  price  of  natural  gas 
available  to  Blue  Valley  3  Is  approximately 
$1.05  per  million  Btu’s.  This  represents  $1.05 
per  MCF  of  natural  gas,  assuming  1  million 
Btu’s  per  MCF. 

(II)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  the  price  of  coal 
available  to  Blue  Valley  3  Is  approximately 
$1.10  per  million  BTU's.  This  represents 
$25.52  per  ton  of  coal,  assuming  23.3  million 
Btu’s  per  ton. 

(III)  FEA  estimates  that  the  continued 
burning  of  coal  by  this  powerplant  will  re¬ 
sult  In  an  Increase  of  iq>proxlmately  $0.05 
per  million  Btu’s  or  $32,377  per  year  In  fuel 
costs.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  con¬ 
sumption  presuming  Blue  Valley  Is  operated 
with  a  55  percent  capacity  factor  and  with 
an  average  heat  rate  of  11,200  Btu’s  per  kilo¬ 
watt  hour. 

(Iv)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by 
IPLD.  FEA  has  determined  that  Blue  Valley 
3  Is  presently  burning  coal  and  should  con¬ 
tinue  to  experience  a  substantial  ciurtall- 


Appendix 

PROPOSED  riNDINCS  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  NOTICE  OP  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PROHIBITION  ORDER 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rational  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  Owner  Oenereting  station  Unit  No.  Location 

No. 


OFU-155  Independence  Power  &  Light  Depart-  Blue  Valley .  3  Independence,  Mo. 

ment. 
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ment  of  any  futxire  supply  of  Its  alternate 
fuel,  natural  gas.  FEA,  therefore,  proposes 
to  find  that  Blue  Valley  3  can  continue  to 
burn  coal  as  its  primary  energy  source  with 
a  minimal  Increase  In  fuel  costs  as  a  result 
of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

d.  Total  annual  coats  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of  Blue 
Valley  3  there  will  be  an  estimated  total 
annual  Increase  In  costs  Incurred,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately  $402,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  coats  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  conver¬ 
sion  provides  the  basis  lor  deciding  whether 
the  conversion  of  Blue  Valley  3  Is  reasonable. 
Financial  Impacts  of  the  conversion  will  be 
felt  by  the  utility  and  by  the  consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
Incur  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs.  Including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $328,000  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tized  cost  over  the  21  years  remaining  useful 
life  of  this  powerplant  after  conversion,  and 
Is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  10.8%  of 
the  total  Initial  capital  Investment  of  $3,046,- 
000)  and  additional  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of 
approximately  $164,000  (these  figures  are 
derived  from  the  figures  In  paragraphs  A.l.a., 
and  b.),  but  will  experience  an  annual  In¬ 
crease  In  fuel  costs  of  approximately  $32,000. 
(See  paragraph  A.l.c.)  ']^e  estimated  net  an¬ 
nual  Increase  of  cost  of  producing  electricity 
at  Blue  Valley  3  after  conversion  will  be 
$524,000. 

Increased  costs  for  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  In  the 
cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Blue  Valley  3. 
The  cost  to  the  utility  resulting  from  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  ultimately  will  be  recovered  In 
rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Blue  Valley  3  will  result 
In  an  estimated  annual  equivalent  savings  of 
648,000  MCF  of  natural  gas  that  otherwise 
would  be  used  in  providing  steam  for  electric 
power  generation.  The  cost  of  conversion  per 
MCF  of  natural  gas  saved  Is  estimated  to  be 
$0.81. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost  of 
producing  electricity  at  Blue  Valley  3,  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  such  Increased  cost, 
per  MCF  of  natural  gas  saved.  Is  not  un¬ 
reasonable.  This  determination  Is  based  on 
consideration  of  the  substantial  savings  of 
natiual  gas  that  will  result  from  this  con¬ 
version.  This  determination  also  takes  Into 
account  the  fact  that  FEA  has  determined 
that  Blue  Valley  3  should  continue  to  ex¬ 
perience  curtailment  of  Its  alternate  fuel, 
natural  gas.  The  determination  that  the 
costs  of  converting  are  not  unreasonable  is 
further  supported  by  consideration  of  such 
costs  in  relation  to  the  expected  21  years 
remaining  useful  life  of  the  powerplant  after 
conversion,  the  size  and  resources  of  the 
utility  as  examined  In  the  following  analysis 
of  financial  capability,  the  nature  of  the 
expected  operations  of  this  powerplant,  and 
potential  future  Increases  In  the  fuel  cost 
differential  In  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Independence 
Power  and  Light  Department. — ^a.  Recovery 
of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes  to  find 
that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
Blue  Valley  3  would.be  economically  feasible. 
FEA's  analirsls  took  Into  consideration  the 
$3,046,000  additional  capital  investment  re¬ 
quired  for  IPLD  to  comply  with  this  NOI 
and  all  other  NOI's  which  are  currently  under 
consideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 


of  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  IPLD 
powerplants. 

PEA  related  these  additional  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  to  IPLD’s  net  property  and  plant 
of  $45.8  million,  the  utility’s  estimate  of  Its 
1677-79  construction  budget  of  $18  million, 
the  total  capltalieatlon  of  the  utility  of  $63 
million,  and  the  21  years  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Blue  Valley  3.  FEA 
does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this  added 
capital  Investment  cost  to  represent  an  un¬ 
reasonable  burden  given  the  financial  capa¬ 
bilities  of  IPLD  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  coats  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
In  costs  (amortized  increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  natural  gas  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  would  be  $482,000. 
This  also  represents  the  total  estimated  an¬ 
nual  incremental  Increase  In  revenue  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  utility. 

(FEA  also  took  into  consideration  revenue 
requirements  of  the  utility  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion.  to  date,  if  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If 
any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  IPLD  power- 
plants.)  This  estimate  of  $462,000  In  revenue 
requirements  Is  ba^ed  on  an  Investment 
oriented  analysis  described  In  an  Ultrasys- 
tems  Inc.  report  entitled  Computer  Meth¬ 
odology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost  Reason¬ 
ableness  Determination,  August  1976,  (here¬ 
after  “Ultrasystems  Computer  Model”).  The 
estlnuite  Includes  an  Incremental  rate  of  re¬ 
turn  on  retained  earnings  which  are  In¬ 
vested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  Identification 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  The 
Use  Of  Coal,  October  1976.  This  analysis  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  annual  Incremental  Increase 
In  revenue  requirements  to  be  $388,000  which 
assumed  a  predicted  effect  on  IPLD's  financial 
statement  and  represents  revenues  required 
to  offset  any  potential  loss  In  net  Income  as 
reported  for  Fiscal  Year  ending  1976.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  Incerase  in 
costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  $492,000  asso¬ 
ciated  with  conversion  ultimately  will  be  re¬ 
covered  In  rates.  However,  due  to  the  annual 
Increase  In  fuel  costs  of  approximately  $32.- 
000  attributable  to  compliance  with  this 
NOI,  the  total  annual  revenue  requirements 
of  IPLD  should  Increase  by  appproxlmately 
$524,000.  FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of 
this  added  capital  investment  cost  to  repre¬ 
sent  an  unreasonable  bmden  given  the  finan¬ 
cial  capabilities  of  the  utility  to  assume  such 
costs. 

4.  Coruumer  impact.  The  potential  Initial 
Impact  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Blue  Val¬ 
ley  3  Is  a  net  Increase  in  revenues  required 
from  IPLD  consumers  of  approximately 
$0.00096  per  kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold 
by  IPLD.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  FEA’s 
analysis  of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer 
Model.  The  actual  amount  of  the  Increase 
will  depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the 
Investment  necessary  to  comply  with  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  order,  the  methods  which  IPLD 
selects  to  finance  the  Increased  costs  asso¬ 
ciated  with  burning  coal  as  a  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source  at  Blue  Valley  3,  the  extent 
to  which  the  cost  Increase  Is  spread  among 
IPLD’s  consumers,  the  regulations  or  poli¬ 
cies  of  the  regulatory  agencies  with  Juris¬ 
diction  over  IPLD  regarding  inclusion  of 
such  cost  Increases  in  consumer  rates,  the 
actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost  differential, 
and  other  factors. 


B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  to  Blue  Valley  3  wUl  discour¬ 
age  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum 
products  and  encourage  the  Increased  use 
of  coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this 
action  would  be  consistent  with  the  ptir- 
poee  of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  as¬ 
sist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
this  powerplant  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Blue 
Valley  3  would  be  consistent  with  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  as¬ 
sist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which 
Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practi¬ 
cable,  with  existing  national  commitments  to 
protect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  powerplant  during 
the  period  until  December  3J,  1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.8.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  bllllcm  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1074,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May 
1075)— hereafter  “BOM  Survey”).  Within 
these  recoverable  reserves  iqiproxlmately  200 
billion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur 
by  weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quan¬ 
tities  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies, 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability 
for  the  period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  fron{  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1C80.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  Into  the  future;  however, 
the  projected  total  planned  national  coal 
production,  already  meets  09  percent  of  the 
total  U.S.  demand  expected  In  1986.  With 
time,  more  potential  mine  developments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production  potential 


Year:  {million  tons) 

1977  . . . . .  732.  3 

1978  .  791.  6 

1979  .  851.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  . 960.0 

1682  .  094.3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  .  1,  028.  7 

1985  .  1,029.6 


TTie  figifi>ee  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1076).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
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1980.  The  1086  projection,  therefore,  tende 
to  undereetlmeU  eetual  production  poten- 
Uel. 

An  FEA  study,  ATslIftbUlty  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  198fi  by  Quality  Char* 
acteiistlcs,  August  1076,  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study”),  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  pn^uction  of  uoeonunltted  coal 
as  follows: 

Production 

Tear;  {million  tons) 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 
1986 


48.4 
199.  9 

237. 1 

287.8 
344.  0 

363.9 
390.  1 
460.  5 
644.0 


b.  National  demand  excluaiva  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  RA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  toru) 

1977  . —  698 

1978  . — _  788 

1979  _  764 

1980  - 798 

1981  - - :  842 

1982  _ _ 887 

1983  _ 936 

1984  988 

1986  . . — - - 1.040 


e.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  fdr 
eoal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Issued  to  date  under  authoitty 
ot  Section  2(a)  at  ESECA  la  as  follows  (Coal 
Availability  and  Demand:  Bound  I  and  n 
Coal  Conversloa  Candldstea,  August  1978, 
(hereafter  “Coal  Converalon  Study”) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tone) 

1977  _  8.4 

1978  _  10. 0 

1979  _  13.0 

1980  _  18. 0 

1981  _ 20. 2 

1982  _ 41.4 

1983  _  41.4 

1984  _  41. 4 


S.  Choraeteriatie  coal,  praduetian  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA’S  “Availability  Study"  Identi¬ 
fies  coal  of  spectfle  quality  charaetwlstlcs 
available  fer  use  at  Blue  Valley  3.  The  survey 
Is  baaed  on  data  fSem  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  98  min¬ 
ing  units.  Reeijonses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production  at  coal  which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  speclfie  buyer.  Wtr 
these  companies  which  did  net  respond  to 
the-  survey,  FBA  estimated  their  uneom- 
mttted  planned  production  based  en  t9isir 
1974  production. 

a.  Charactarietie  coal  requirements  for 
this  powerplant.  FEA’s  “Coal  Coneersten 
Study"  baa  determined  that  a  pulverlaed- 
coal  wet  bottom  boUev,  of  the  type  used  at 
Blue  Valley  3  win  he  able  to  bum  coal  of 
the  following  characteristics  and  comply 
with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements: 


BTU’s/lb.  . - . ’  10,  300 

Moistura  (percent)  _  *15 

Ash  (percent)  _  *20 

Volatile  (percent)  _  *16 

Ahh  softening  temperature  (*F)...  *19,300 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)  *6.0 


1  tllnlnniitn 

1  Masimiim 

b.  ensaracteristie  eoal  demand  from  thie 
powerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

{thousand 


Year:  tons) 

1980  and  thereafter _  182 


c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  ooaL  The  FEA  "Coal  Converalon  Study" 
baa  detarmlned  that  coal  of  tha  typa 
described  In  paragraph  A.3.a,  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  ba 
potentially  available  to  Blue  Valley  3  in  a 
nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

{thousand 

Year:  tons) 

1977  . . — _  16,611 

1978  _  30,621 

1979  _  68, 881 

1880  _  69,131 

1981  _  81,867 

1982  _  86, 462 

1983  _  92, 821 

1984  .  107,362 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  eoal.  regardless  of  character¬ 
istics.  The  national  planned  production  of 
characteristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph 
A.3.C.,  above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for 
coed  regardless  of  characteristic  elected 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  xmder  the  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2(a)  of  E8BCA.  National  ESECA  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  demand  ae  previously  stated 
In  paragraph  AJ.o.,  above,  la: 

Demand 

{thousand 


Year ;  tons) 

1977  .  6,400 

1978  _  10, 000 

1979  _  18,000 

1980  _ 18, 000 

1981  _  20, 200 

1982  _ _ _  41. 400 

1983  . 41,400 

1984  _  41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  C^ad  with  the  charaeterlstlcs 
described  In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above,  la  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  Blue  Talley  9  (te  a  probable  regional 
supply/demand  relatlonehlp  related  to  the 
loeatltm  ef  thle  powerplant)  fxun  BOM 
Districts  'f  through  28  and  99  ae  foUaws: 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Production 

{thousand 

tone) 

- 16. 004 

_  29. 231 

- 63,016 

_  81.082 

.  71. 658 

.  76, 033 

. .  82,  124 

.  98, 690 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal.  regardlasa  of  oharaetarlatie. 
Tbo  expeetsd  regional  production  ot  charac- 
terlatle  coal,  as  stated  In  paragn^ph  A6.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  ooal 
regardless  ot  eharactndatlc  from  BOM  Ola- 
trlcte  7  through  20  and  22  expoctsd  to  re- 
suH  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notlcea 
of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Seetlaa  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Ihls  potential  re¬ 
gional  demand  is  estimated  In  PSA’s  “Coal 
Conversion  Study"  as  follows: 


Demand 

Year:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _ _ _  2.  898 

1978  _  6, 340 

1979  _  7.  Ill 

1980  _ 12,016 

1981  _ 13,644 

1918  _  33,486 

1983  _  33.485 

I9M  _  33,483 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  bg  sul^tr  eharaeteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  within  BC^  Dis¬ 
tricts  7  through  20  and  22  for  coal  with  a 
1.41-8.01  percent  sulfur  content  (which  In¬ 
cludes  the  6.0  pwcent  maximum  sulfur  con¬ 
tent  described  In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above) 
resulting  from  this  NOf,  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  oi  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  dats  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issusd  to  dats  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  estimated  in 
FBA’s  “Coal  Conversion  Study"  as  fallows: 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 


Tear:  1.41  to  S.Ol 

1977  - - 1. 143 

1978  _ -  - -■ _ 1,766 

1979  _ 1.957 

1980  _ 2.880 

1981  _ 3,362 

1982  _ 3,458 

1988  _ 3,458 

1984  _ 3,458 


The  regional  planned  production  ef  eoal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.S.e.,  above,  with  the 
charactertetles  deeertbed  In  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  B8ECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  stdftir  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures, 
and  none  have  been  brought  to  PBA’s 
attention. 

8.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Study" 
has  identified  nationally  and  In  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  7  through  20  and  22  un¬ 
committed  coal  production  that  meets  the 
req.ulrsments  of  Blue  Valley  3  as  described  In 
paragraph  A.Sa.  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find 
that  this  uncommitted  coal  exists  In 
amounts  sufficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the 
estimated  additional  demand  for  coal,  both 
nattonalTy  and  from  these  Districts,  result¬ 
ing  from  t^ds  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of 
Intaiitian  to  tasu*  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Proiilbltlon  Orders 
issued  to  date  under  suthortty  of  Section  2 
(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  Blue  Valley  3  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
Bupply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
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powerplant’8  location  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
Districts  7  through  20  and  22.  FEA  observes, 
however,  that  the  powerplant  could  pur¬ 
chase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such  pro¬ 
duction  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibility 
of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7, 
1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of  pow¬ 
erplant  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  Transporta¬ 
tion  Availability,  November  1976,  (hereafter 
“Transportation  Availability  Study”),  coal 
for  Blue  Valley  3  would  probably  come  from 
BOM  District  20  as  both  the  primary  and  al¬ 
ternate  soiirce  of  supply.  While  this  supply 
area  is  the  nearest  available  potential  source 
able  to  supply  complying  coal  to  these 
powerplants,  complying  coal  can  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  rail  from  other  identified  sources 
within  the  United  States.  The  analysis  of 
transportation  availability  is  based  on  the 
most  likely  route  as  well  as  an  alternate 
route.  These  routes  were  chosen  to  demon¬ 
strate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  to  the  Blue  Valley 
plant  would  originate  at  Salina,  Utah  on  the 
Denver  &  Rio  Qrande  Western  (D&RQW) 
Railroad  to  Pueblo,  Colorado  (coal  is  trucked 
from  the  mine  to  the  originating  point  at 
Salina,  Utah) .  Union  Pacific  would  carry  the 
<x>al  from  Pueblo,  Colorado  to  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  where  it  would  be  received  by  the 
Missouri  Pacific  and  delivered  to  the  plant. 
The  total  distance  is  approximately  550 
miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  involve  originating  on  the 
D&ROW  from  Salina,  Utah  to  Pueblo,  Colo¬ 
rado.  The  Missouri  Pacific  would  then  carry 
the  coal  to  the  plant  via  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

3.  Oriffinating  trunk  carrier.  The  D&RGW, 
the  originate  of  coal  for  Blue  Valley  3  has 
approximately  2,500  hopper  cars  with  an  es¬ 
timated  average  capacity  of  90  tons.  Using 
an  average  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per 
year  per  00-ton  car,  the  D&RQW  may  need 
as  many  as  90  additional  cars  to  handle  the 
draoand  from  Blue  Valley  3.  This  assumes 
that  the  railroad  would  neither  have  exist¬ 
ing  excess  originating  capacity  nor  obtain 
cars  from  other  carriers  in  the  originating 
vicinity.  The  D&ROW  indicated  that  it  is 
willing  to  acquire  any  needed  capacity  in¬ 
volved  in  shipment  to  the  Blue  Valley  fa¬ 
cility  and  that  it  will  modify  its  expansion 
plans  with  demand  conditions. 

FEA's  “IVansportation  Availability  Study" 
concluded  that  fcM*  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
majm:  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
tor  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  Orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  D&ROW  indicated  that  transporta¬ 
tion  facilities  at  those  mine  sites  within 
BOM  District  20  served  by  D&ROW  are  in 
satisfactory  (^;>eratlng  condition  and  that 
loading  facilities  could  handle  the  required 
coal  volumes. 


FEA  has  not  found  dot  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  fm*  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  power  plant  fd- 
cilities.  The  primary  and  alternate  destina¬ 
tion  carrier  tor  Blue  Valley  3  is  the  Missouri 
Pacific  (MP).  This  company’s  Jurisdiction 
includes  tracks  to  the  plant,  and  coal  de¬ 
liveries  are  presently  being  made  on  a  regu¬ 
lar  basis  by  MP.  The  plant  currently  has  coal 
unloading  facilities. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
since  no  significant  constraints  to  coal  de¬ 
livery  to  Blue  Valley  3  presently  exist,  and  an 
alternate  route  is  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the  re¬ 
liability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the 
affected  powerplant.  Based  on  an  analysis  of 
the  information  submitted  to  FEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after  con- 


Note.— See  line  2,  attachment  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  in  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  Information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-2  dated  October  1,  1976)  at 
the  time  this  NOI  is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  in  such  event,  with  minor  modi¬ 
fications  to  the  projected  schedule  of  changes 
contained  in  Table  1,  gross  capacity  In  the 
dispatching  system  would  not  be  signifi¬ 
cantly  affected  during  the  period  required  for 
conversion  of  Blue  Valley  3.  FEA  assumes 
outages  for  conversion  at  those  times  that 
are  optimally  suited.  In  terms  of  forecast  peak 
load  periods,  to  maintain  reliability  of 
service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  A  forecast  of  the  peak  load  for  the 
dispatching  system  dm-lng  the  period  In 
which  Blue  Valley  3  would  Implement  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  as  indicated  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1. 

2.  The  forecast  peak  load  has  been  com¬ 
pared  with  the  peak  load  in  a  previous  similar 
period.  The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate  for 
these  forecasts  is  5.4  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance,  including  other  power- 
plants  Implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  period  In  which  Blue 
Valley  3  may  be  Implementing  a  Prohibition 
Order,  may  result  in  some  loss  of  capacity 
which  is  expected  to  be  as  Indicated  on  line 
4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  required  to  make  modifications, 
installations,  or  other  physical  adjustments 


sultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  Issuance 
of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Blue  Valley  3  will 
not  impair  the  reliability  of  service  in  the 
area  served  by  the  powerplant.  This  proposed 
finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and  interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 
1.  The  Blue  Valley  Oeneratlng  Station  is 
owned  by  Independence  Power  and  Light 
Department  (IPLD),  which  is  within  the 
geographical  area  of  the  Southwest  Power 
Pool  regional  electric  reliability  council. 

2.  The  term  "dispatching  system”  as  used 
in  the  proposed  finding  means  the  IPLD. 

3.  The  gross  capacity,  as  of  September  1, 
1976,  of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants 
was  285  MW  (See  line  1,  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  period  in 
which  Blue  Valley  3  would  implement  a 
Prohibition  Order  will  result  in  the  gross 
capacity  indicated  on  line  3  of  attachment  1 
because  of  the  following  changes  in  the  dis¬ 
patching  system  listed  In  Table  1: 


required  by  a  Prohibition  Order  should  it 
become  effective.  The  powerplant  may  be  leas 
than  fully  dependable  during  the  period  of 
on-line  testing  and  adjustment  following 
such  modifications.  This  period  Is  not  ex¬ 
pected  to  exceed  30  days.  To  take  advantage 
of  the  maximum  reserve  capacity,  this  pro¬ 
jected  outage  Is  most  likely  to  occur  during 
the  year  1977.  The  potential  loss  of  capacity 
from  an  outage  of  Blue  Valley  3  would  be  ap¬ 
proximately  60  MW  (line  7  of  attachment  1) 
which  Is  Included  In  the  total  outages  indi¬ 
cated  on  line  of  attachment  1.  (The  assumed 
conversion  period  specified  on  attachment  1 
is  shown  for  the  pmpose  of  illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  include  normal  sched¬ 
ule  maintenance  ter  all  powerplants  (line 
4  of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  5  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  implementing  Prohibition 
Orders.  Maximum  projected  outages  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  as  Indicated  on  line  6  of  at¬ 
tachment  1,  thereby  reducing  the  gross  capac¬ 
ity  and  resulting  In  a  net  dependable  ca¬ 
pacity  for  the  dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
information,  Uie  net  dependable  ciq>acity 
tor  the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected 
time  of  implementation  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  would  be  as  indicated  on  line  9  of 
attachment  1. 

2.  A  comparison  of  this  net  dependable 
capacity  to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on 
line  8  of  attachment  1  indicates  that  the 
reserve  capacity  shown  on  line  10  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching 
system. 

3.  Comparison  of  this  reserve  capacity 
to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line 


Table  1 


ruwerplaiit  designation  Fuel  Type  of  change  Capacity  change  Effective  date 

(megawatt) 


latanl . Coal . Add .  +736  April  1980. 

Totals . . . Added .  +726 
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ft  of  ftttAchcmcmi  1  reanUa  tax  »  rcserv* 
Bwrgtai  afi  taidlraOft  <m  Unc  11  ol  atkacli- 
men*  1  •Mrtraated  with  a  rMtrre 
margin  as  indicated  or  ttne  13  of  at¬ 
tachment  1  if  no  units  were  removed 
from  service  diie  to  Prohibition  Orders) . 

4.  ITie  Federal  Power  Commission  con¬ 
siders  to  be  an  acceptable  reserve 
fnajgin  takiwy  Into  cQBakleratkm  the 
^ographieal  locaHon  of  Blue  Valley  3. 

5.  At  the  ectapieiian  af  the  oenversion 
there  w*  be  a  net  (>.M  MW  derating  of 
Blue  Valley  3  as  a  residt  of  using  coal  as 
its  primary  energy  source. 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system 
conditions,  including  any  scheduled  out¬ 
age  by  Blue  Valley  3.  are  as  presently 
forecast  during  the  time  required  to  Im¬ 
plement  a  Prohibition  Order  by  Blue  Val¬ 
ley  3,  there  wiU  be  no  Inviairm^t  of 
reliability  of  service  within  the  meaning 
of  ESBCA  tax  the  area  served  by  JHiD 
or  in  the  dispatching  system  as  a  result 
of  the  Order. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
PBA,  are  baaed  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  devalopad  by  REA  prior 
to  tho  laauanoe  of  thU  Ifottee  of  intention 
{not)  to  lenie  a  ProhlMtoon  Order. 

St.  Joseph  Light  A  Power  Otonpeny  shall 
be  referred  to  ae  the  "utility*'  and  ae 
“8JLPC". 

1.  Capability  and  necessary  plent  equip¬ 
ment  to  hwm  coal.  raA  proposes  to  find  that 
en  June  99,  levd,  Pewerplants  Number  8  and 
Ntmther  0  at  the  Lake  Road  Oaneratlng  Sta¬ 
tion  (Lake  Roed  8  and  •)  bad  the  capability 
and  neeeasary  plant  equipment  to  bum  eoel. 
This  proposed  finding  is  based  on  the  facts 
and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  SILK)  in  information  filed  with  RA 
dated  July  10,  1078,  indicated  that  each 
powsrplaut  bad  in  pliu*e  on  June  22,  1974,  a 
botlar  that  was  capahla  of  burning  coal.  The 
boflera  had  been  designed  and  conatructed 
or  modified  to  burn  coal  aa  their  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
Juno  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not  have 
been  burning  coal  as  Us  primary  mergy 
source. 

B.  Lake  Road  5  and  6  are  presently  burning 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source.  There¬ 
fore,  FEA  proposed  to  find  that  Lake  Road  8 
and  6  have  the  necessary  plant  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 

C.  Wlthlu  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulatleue  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
these  powerplenta  had  the  eepablUty  and 
necaeaary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal  ae  of 
June  22.  1974. 

n.  The  burning  o/  coal  in  lieu  o/  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Lake  Road  6  and  6  In  lieu  of  petroleum 
products  or  natural  gas  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESEXIA.  This 
findtog  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  Interpreta¬ 
tions  stated  below: 


Attachmxnt  1 

crTT  powaa  and  light  axLiABn.rrT  data — 

Assumed  eomBersion 
period 

June  1-Juty  St,  1980 
(megawatt  capacity) 


1.  Qross  capacity  as  of  September  1. 

1976  . - . —  288 

2.  Added  capacity -  726 

S.  Ovoaa  capcwRy -  1,611 

4.  SehethilbW  entagee  for  mntaxte- 

5.  Prcfteeted  ocrtagea  due  to  prohl- 

blttoa  erdem -  60 

6.  Maximum  projected  outages,  due  to 

maintenance  and  prohibition  or- 
dm  (line  4  plus  line  6) _  120 

7.  Unit  outage _  60 

8.  Reek  load  summer  1980 _  380 

9.  Net  dependable  capacity -  891 

Uk  Rsaatve  capacity - -  691 

11.  Reserve  margin  pereent  (matnto- 

nanee  and  prohibition  orden)^  ITO 

13  Reeerve  margin  percent  (malnte- 

nanre  only) _  188 


A.  Tha  bumtut'  of  eool  it  practicable. — 1. 
Coate  aasodatsd  satth  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  Since  Lake 
Road  6  and  6  are  currently  b\u*ning  coal  aa 
their  primary  energy  source,  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  Lake  Road  6  and  6  have  acquired 
or  modified  the  equipment  and  facilities 
neeessary  for  the  burning  of  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  and  such  actions  were 
not  undertaken  aa  a  result  of  (or  In  con¬ 
templation  of)  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order.  Those  eaqulBtt.lona  oe  modifications 
either  Include  or  should  taudude  those  neces¬ 
sary  for  compilanee  with  the  requirements  of 
the  Clean  JOts  Aet. 

b.  Annusd  operating  mud  maintenance 
easts.  WEA  propoaea  to  find  that  there  SM 
no  apparent  slgTiWciant  tncreeeea  In  operating 
and  mnlinteeaere  coato  that  would  result 
froBs  tha  coatUxuad  burning  of  coal  by  Lake 
Road  5  and  g. 

o.  Fuel  easts.  The  alternate  fuel  which 
could  be  used  by  Lake  Road  8  and  6  Is 
natural  gas.  However,  based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
MMi  from  8JLFC,  FEA  has  determined  that 
Lake  Road  6  and  6  should  continue  to  ex¬ 
perience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  any 
future  supply  of  natural  gas.  FEA,  therefore, 
prepeees  to  find  that  Lake  Road  6  and  6  will 
eoatlnue  to  burn  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source  with  no  increase  In  fuel  costs 
ee  a  result  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

d.  Total  annual  costs.  RA  proposes  to  find 
that  there  will  be  no  annual  Increase  in  costs 
incurred,  at  Lake  Read  8  and  6,  ae  a  result  of 
an  order  which  prohibits  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs.  Considering  the 
fact  that  FEA  has  determined  that  Lake 
Road  5  and  6  should  continue  to  experience 
curtailment  of  their  alternate  fuel,  natural 
gas,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the  utility  has 
acquired  or  modified  such  equipment  and 
facilities  as  are  necessary  in  order  to  burn 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source,  FEA 


pr eposes  to  itod  that  the  ooek  at  iHiutnc  of 
eoel  taa  Umx  of  netMxal  |pm  er  petroleum  prod- 
ucte  le  mesnnehls 

8.  finaneial  empmbility  of  St.  JosepA  Light  A 
Poteer  Comgastg.  FEA  esaiimee  tbet  say  cepl- 
tal  toveetment  eoste  aeeeelated  with  the  ee- 
quMtlaae  and  mortlfieatloas  aeeeasary  for  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Lake  Road  8  and  6  are 
identified  In  the  utillty'a  eurrent  and  pro¬ 
spective  budgetary  plana  RA  proposes  to 
find  that  the  decteUvn  by  the  utility  to  ac¬ 
quire  or  modify  aucb  aqulpaaent  and  faclli- 
Uas  in  order  to  bum.  iieal  aa  a  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source  at  Lake  Road  8  and  6  was  based 
on  an  analysis  of  the  financial  capability  of 
the  uUUty  to  assume  such  capital  Inveat- 
mant  costs  as  well  as  any  additional  cq^rat- 
Ing  and  maintenance  costs  associated  with 
the  use  of  eoel. 

RA,  therefore,  propoaee  to  find  that  the 
ntStty  has  concluded  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleiun  products  or  nat¬ 
ural  gas  Is  eoonmnlcally  feasible. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  RA  proposes  to  find 
that  the  tasuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
Lake  Road  8  and  6  Miould  have  no  material 
eOsst  an  8JLFC  eoueumem  alnee  there  will 
ba  no  slfRlAcank  ^aaga  In.  the  cost  of  pro- 
dnelng  elactrtetty  a*  Lake  Road  8  and  6  as 
a  MauU  of  the  eoaUnuad  burning  of  coal  at 
thaaa  powarplawta. 

Bk  Casseietessap  with  the  purpaaes  of 
ESMCJk.  BasaaBae  the  Issuance  of  a  Frahibi- 
tkuA  Order  to  Laha  Road  5  and  •  will  dls- 
aouraga  tha  uea  ef  aafural  gee  or  petroleum 
products  aaufc  OBaourage  the  eontinued  use  ef 
aoal,  RA  preposes  to  eonotude  that  this  ac¬ 
tion  would  ba  eonslstent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
toe  fneln 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necesstty  for 
tbeea  powerplants  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Lake 
Road  5  and  6  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  In  meeting  the  eseentlal  needs  of  the 
united  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is 
consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  aad  Improve  the  environment. 

TIT.  Ceul  end  eoal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  aomilable  to  these  powerplants  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  until  December  31,  1984. — A. 
Coal  availability. 

1.  National  coal  reserves.  United  States 
coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufficient  to  sup¬ 
ply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Mines  (BOM)  data  show  a  demonstrated  coal 
reserve  base  of  over  400  billion  tons,  ever  half 
of  which  Is  currently  technically  and  eco¬ 
nomically  recoverable  (Demonstrated  Coal 
Reserve  Base  of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur 
Category,  on  January  1 ,  1974,  Bureau  of 
Minos  (May  1075)  [hereafter  “BOM  Sur¬ 
vey”!  )  •  Within  them  recoverable  reserves  ap¬ 
proximately  200  billion  tons  contain  1  per¬ 
cent  sr  leas  sulfur  by  weight.  To  determine 
when  certain  quantities  of  these  reserves  are 
expected  to  be  available,  FEA  has  examined 
several  studies,  referenced  herein,  which  to- 
getoer  provide  the  best  current  evidence  as 
to  coal  availability  for  the  period  ending  De¬ 
cember  3X.  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
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1980.  Bejrond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  into  the  future;  however,  the 
projected  total  planned  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  for  1985  already  meets  99%  of  the 
total  UJS.  demand  expected  in  1985.  With 
time,  more  potential  mine  developments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities; 


Production  potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977 . . .  732.  3 

1978._ .  791.6 

1979™ . 851.4 

1980  . 911.7 

1981  . 960.0 

1982- . . . . .  994.  3 

1983  . 1,017.4 

1984  _ 1,028.7 

1985  _ 1,029.6 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  6.4 

1978  _  10. 0 

1979  _  13. 0 

1980  _  18. 0 

1981  . 20.2 

1982  . .  41.  4 

1983  . 41.4 

1984  .  41.4 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Study”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Lake  Road  5  and  6.  The  survey 
is  based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 


that  supplied  useful  information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
For  those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  powerplants.  FEA's  “Ck>al  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  pulverized-coal 
dry  bottom  and  cyclone  boilers,  of  the  type 
us^  as  Lake  Road  5  and  6,  are  able  to  burn 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and  com¬ 
ply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements: 


Unit  A 


ntu’s  per  pound .  10,200  minimum . 10,100  minimum. 

Moisture . . . 15  pet  maximum . . . . 15  pet  maximum. 

Ash _ 20  pet  maximum.. _ _  18  pet  maximum. 

Volatile . . .  IS  pet  maximum . . . . . . .  15  pet  minimum. 

Ash  softening  temperature - -  2,200  (“F)  minimum . . .  2,300  (®F)  maximum. 

Sulfur . 1.1  pet  maximum  (approximate) . 1.1  pet  maximum  (approximate)j 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  bejtond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1985  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,  August  1976  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study”).  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977  . .  48.  4 

1978  . 122.2 

1979  _ _ _  237.  1 

1980  _  287.3 

1981. . . . . .  344.0 

1982 _ _ _  363.  9 

1983. . - .  390.  1 

1984 _  469.5 

1985™ . . .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1977. . 698 

1978  . 730 

1979  .  764 

1980.. . 799 

1981  . 842 

1982  . 887 

1983  _ 935 

1984  . 985 

1985  . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
rfXMl  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  authw- 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  as  follows 
(Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Round  I 
and  Round  n  Coal  Conversion  Candidates, 
August  1976,  hereafter  “Coal  Conversion 
Study”) : 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
powerplants.  Hie  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1982  and  thereafter _  861 


c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  FEA  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  poten¬ 
tially  available  to  Lake  Road  5  and  6  in  a 
nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production  (thousand  tons) 


Year:  Units  Unit  6 

1977  .  18,629  9,694 

1978  _  36. 196  21, 992 

1979  _  66,842  48,784 

1980  _  81,773  69,008 

1981  _ 97,846  72,329 

1982  . . -  102,637  76,917 

1983  _  109,793  80,619 

1984  . .  127,476  96,967 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above,  is; 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


6,400 

10,000 

13,000 

18,000 

20,200 

41,400 

41,400 

41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 


to  Lake  Road  6  and  6  (in  a  probable  re¬ 
gional  supply/demand  relationship  related  to 
the  location  of  these  powerplants)  from  BOM 
Districts  7  through  20  and  22  as  follows: 


Year 


Production  (1,000  tons) 
Unit  5  Unit  A 


1977  .  16,&51  7,901 

1978  .  30,802  17,683 

1979  .  56,253  30,880 

1980  .  70,309  47,210 

1981  . 83,666  67,034 

1982  .  88,149  60,814 

1983  .  94,425  64,590 

1984  .  108,900  77,712 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.8.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7  through  20  and  22  expected  to  result 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  authwity  of  section 
2(a)  of  ESECA.  This  potential  regional 
demand  is  estimated  in  FEA’s  “Coal  Con¬ 
version  Study”  as  follows: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . 4,229 

1978  _ _ _ _ _  8, 270 

1979  . .  10,917 

1980  _ _ _ _ _  14.  669 

1981  . .  16,383 

1982  . . 18,736 

1983  . 18,736 

1984  . 18,736 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  ’The 
potential  regional  demand  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7  through  20  and  22  for  coal  with  a 
1.01-1.40%  sulfur  content  (which  includes 
the  1.1%  maximum  sulfur  content  described 
in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above)  resulting  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  is  estimated  in  FEA's  “Coal  Conver¬ 
sion  Study"  as  follows: 
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Demotul 
(thouMmnd  tons) 
percent  eulfur 


Ymr:  i  Ol  to  1.40 

1*77 . - . 1.4«1 

l»7i . a.  741 

1979  .  3^  lia 

1980  .  3.383 

1981  .  3,283 

1982  .  3,807 

1983  .  3.807 

1984  .  3,607 


The  region*!  plumed  luroduotlon  of  coel 
stated  In  peragraph  AJ.s.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.3a., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESEXJA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac¬ 
teristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilisation  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA's  “Availability  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  7  through  20  and  22  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Lake  Rocui  6  and  6  as  described 
in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above. 

PEIA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  sufficient  In 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
aU  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  Lake  Road  6  and  6  will  probably 
be  bought  from  producers  according  to  re¬ 
gional  Bupply/demand  relationships  related 
to  the  powerplants’  locations  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7  through  20  and  22.  FEA  observes, 
however,  that  these  powerplants  could  pur¬ 
chase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such  produc¬ 
tion  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibility  of 
Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7, 
1978.) 

B.  Coal  Transportation — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study,  Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  Trans- 
poratlon  Availability,  November  1976,  (here¬ 
after  “Transportation  Availability  Study”), 
ooal  for  Lake  Road  6  and  6  would  probably 
come  from  BOM  District  19  as  both  the  pri¬ 
mary  and  alternate  source  of  supply.  While 
this  supply  area  Is  the  nearest  available 
potential  source  able  to  supply  complying 
coal  to  these  powerplants,  complying  coal  can 
transferred  by  rail  from  other  Identified 
sources  within  the  United  States.  The  analy¬ 
sis  of  transportation  availability  Is  based 
on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as  an  alter¬ 
nate  route.  These  route  were  chosen  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  to  the  Lake  Road  plant 
would  originate  ooal  on  the  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  (U.P.)  to  Council  Bluffs,  Iowa.  Bur¬ 
lington  Northern  would  then  deliver  the  coal 
to  the  plant  in  St.  Joseph,  Missouri.  The 
total  distance  Is  approximately  760  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  Involve  originating  on  UP 
through  Cheyenne.  Wyo.,  Denver,  Colo.,  and 
Llmon,  Colo,  to  Kansas  City,  Mo.  Delivery  to 
the  plant  from  Kansas  City  would  be  made 
by  Burlington  Northern. 

3.  Oriffinating  trunk  carrier.  The  UP,  the 
originator  of  coal  tor  Lake  Road  6  and  6  has 
approximately  7,000  hopper  cars  with  an  esti¬ 
mated  average  capacity  of  88  tons.  Using  an 
average  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per  year 
per  86-ton  car,  the  UP  may  need  as  many  as 
200  additional  cars  to  handle  the  demand 


from  Lake  Road  8  and  6.  This  estimate  as- 
sumss  that  the  railroad  will  neither  have 
excess  originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars 
from  other  earrlers  in  the  originating  vicin¬ 
ity.  The  UP  Indicated  that  it  Is  willing  to 
acquire  any  needed  capacity  involved  in 
shipment  to  the  lAke  Road  facility  and  that 
It  will  modify  its  expansion  plans  with  de¬ 
mand  conditions. 

FEA's  “Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  iq>plicable, 
and  took  Into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  UP  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  19  are  in  satisfactory  operating  condi¬ 
tion  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant 
facilities.  The  primary  and  alternate  destina¬ 
tion  carriers  for  Lake  Road  6  and  6  are  the 
Burlington  Northern  (BN)  or  Missouri  Pa¬ 


cific  (MP).  Both  the  MP’s  and  BN's  Jurisdic¬ 
tion  Inciudes  tracks  to  the  plants  and  the 
MP  la  presently  delivering  ooal  to  the  plants. 
These  powerplants  presently  bum  ooal.  AU 
ooal  deUvery  faollltlos  are  adequate  for  the 
demand  anticipated  through  1986,  and  no 
equipment  constraints  exist  at  the  plant. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  wUl  be  available  tor  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
since  no  significant  constraints  to  ooal  de¬ 
livery  to  Lake  Road  6  and  6  presently  exist, 
and  alternate  routes  are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  porducts  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  mill  not  impair  the  re¬ 
liability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by 
the  ejected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  Information  submitted  to  FBA 
by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  and  Bt. 
Joseph  Light  A  Power  Co.,  nCA  proposes  to 
find  that  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  to  Lake  Road  6  and  6  wUl  not  impair 
the  reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served 
by  these  powerplants  since  therf  wUl  be  no 
outage  as  a  result  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Lake  Road  6  and  6. 

SJliPC  has  advised  PEA  that  Lake  Road 
5  and  6  were  designed  to  bum  natural  gas 
or  coal  and  are  currently  burning  ooal.  There 
will  therefore  be  no  Impidrment  of  reli¬ 
ability  of  service  within  the  meaning  of 
ESCEA  In  the  area  served  by  SJLPC  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  a  Prohibition  Order.  . 


Appendix 

PXOPOSXD  FINDINGS  AND  SATIONALK  FOE  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  ISSUE  A  PSOHIBITION  OKDEB 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Pocket  Owner  (ieiieraUiig  station  Unit  No.  Location 

No. 


OFU-15U  Fremont  Department  of  Utilities .  Ix>n  D.  Wright  Memorial..  7  Fremont,  Nebr. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Fremont  Department  of  Utilities  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “utility”  and  as  “Fremont”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplant  Number  7  at 
the  Lon  D.  Wright  Memorial  Generating  Sta¬ 
tion  (Wright  7)  had  the  capability  and  nec¬ 
essary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Fremont,  In  information  filed  with  FEA 
dated  July  10,  1976,  indicated  that  this 
powerplant  had  in  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The 
boiler  bad  been  designed  and  constructed  or 
modified  to  bum  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not  have 
been  burning  coal  as  its  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Wright  7  Is  presently  burning  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source.  Therefore,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  Wright  7  has  the  necessary 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

O.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
this  powerplant  had  the  capability  and  nec¬ 
essary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as  of 
June  22,  1974. 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Wright  7  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or 


natural  gas  Is  practicable  and  consistent  with 
the  piUT>oees  of  ESECA.  'This  finding  Is  based 
on  the  facts  and  interpreatlons  stated 
below: 

A.  The  buring  of  coal  is  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  Since  Wright 
7  is  currently  burning  coal  as  Its  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  Wright 
7  has  acquired  or  modified  the  equipment 
and  facilities  necessary  for  the  burning  of 
coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source,  and  such 
actions  were  not  undertaken  as  a  result  of 
(or  In  contemplation  of)  the  issuance  of  a 
Prohibition  Order.  These  acquisitions  or  mod¬ 
ifications  either  Include  or  should  Include 
those  necessary  for  compliance  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  there  are 
no  apparent  significant  increases  in  operat¬ 
ing  and  maintenance  costs  that  would  result 
from  the  continued  burning  of  coal  by 
Wright  7. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  The  alternate  fuel  which 
could  be  used  by  Wright  7  Is  natural  gas. 
However,  based  on  information  obtained 
from  the  Federal  Power  Ornmnlsslon  and 
from  Fremont,  FEA  has  determined  that 
Wiight  7  should  continue  to  experience  a 
substantial  ciutailment  of  any  futiue  supply 
of  natiual  gas.  FEA,  therefore,  proposes  to 
find  that  Wright  7  will  continue  to  bum  coal 
as  its  primary  energy  source  with  no  Increase 
In  fuel  costs  as  a  result  of  a  Prohibition 
Order. 

d.  Total  annual  costs,  FEA  proposes  to  find 
that  there  will  be  no  annual  increase  in 
costs  Incurred,  at  Wright  7,  as  a  result  of 
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an  order  which  {Mohlblta  the  burning  of 
natural  gaa  or  petroleiim  produeta. 

a.  SeasonmbteneM  o/  eotti.  Onnalcterlng  the 
fact  that  fSA  has  determined  that  Wrtght  7 
ahould  continue  to  experlenoe  a  curtailment 
of  Ita  alternate  fuel,  natural  gaa,  as  well  'n 
the  fact  that  the  utility  baa  acquired  or 
modified  such  equipment  and  facilities  as 
are  necessary  in  order  to  burn  coal  as  Its 
primary  energy  souroe,  PEA  proposes  to  find 
that  the  coat  of  burning  coal  In  lieu  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  Is  rea¬ 
sonable. 

3.  Financial  oapabiUty  o/  Fremont  Depart¬ 
ment  o/  Utilities.  FEA  assumes  that  any 
capital  Investment  costs  associated  with  the 
acquisiUons  and  modifications  necessary  for 
the  burning  of  ooal  at  Wright  7  are  Identified 
In  the  utUlty'e  current  and  prospective 
budgetary  plans.  FKA  proposes  to  find  that 
the  deciaioc  by  the  utility  to  acquire  or 
modify  such  equipment  and  facilities  In 
order  to  bum  coal  as  a  primary  energy 
aouroe  at  Wright  7  waa  baaed  on  an  analysis 
of  the  financial  capability  of  the  utility  to 
assume  such  capital  Investment  costs  as  well 
as  any  addltlonsd  operating  and  maintenance 
oosts  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

FEA,  therefote.  proposes  to  find  that  the 
utility  has  concluded  that  the  burning  of 
cnaJ  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  Is  eocmomloally  feasible. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  FEA  proposes  to  find 
that  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohlbtlon  Order  to 
Wright  7  shoiild  have  no  material  effect  on 
Fremont  consumers  since  there  will  be  no 
significant  change  In  the  cost  of  producing 
electricity  at  Wright  7  as  a  result  of  the 
continued  burning  of  coal  at  this  powerplant. 

B.  Consistency  v>ith  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Wright  7  will  discourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  continued  use  of  coal, 
FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action 
would  be  conalstent  with  the  piupose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  anal¬ 
ysis  which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  powerplant  to  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environ¬ 
mental  piwtectlon  requirements.  FEA  pro- 
poees  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Wright  7  would  be  consistent  with  the 
poipoee  of  EBS:CA  to  provide  a  means  to 
assist  In  wteetlng  the  essential  needs  of  the 
UntSed  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which 
Is  ooBStstent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practi¬ 
cable,  with  existing  national  commitments 
to  protect  and  Improve  the  en'’-lronment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  to  this  powernlant 
during  the  period  until  December  31, 1984. — 
A.  Coal  availability.  1.  National  coal  reserves. 
United  States  coal  reserves  are  more  than 
snlBclent  to  supply  national  needs  for  the 
foreseeable  future.  11.8.  Department  of  the 
Interior.  Btireau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
bimon  tons,  over  half  ad  which  Is  currently 
taduilcally  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Ooal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
[hereafter  “BOM  Survey”]).  Within  these 
recoverable  reeervea.  approi^ately  900  bll- 
Itone  tone  contain  1  yteroent  or  leas  sulf in*  by 
aalgtat.  To  determine  when  certain  quantl- 
ttaa  ef  these  reeervea  are  expected  to  be 
asallable,  RA  has  examined  several  stndles, 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 


the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avail¬ 
ability  for  the  period  ending  December  SI, 

vm. 

S.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  ooal  production,  national  coal 
demand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  ooal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  ooal 
prdoucing  conquinles)  shows  that  there 
should  be  suflUfient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1960,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  ooal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  into  the  future;  however,  the 
projected  total  na^nal  ooal  production  for 
1986  already  meets  90  percent  of  the  total 
U.S.  demand  expected  in  1985.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plane,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nattonally  tn  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production 

potential 


Tear:  %miUUm  tone) 

1977  _ _  7SS.  S 

1978  _  791.6 

1979  _  861.4 

1980  _  911.7 

1981  _  980.  0 

1982  _  094.  8 

1983  — . —  1,017.4 

1984  .. . 1,028.7 

1986  _ 1,029.8 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FKAb  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  proj^lon,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1985,  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,  August  1976  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study”).  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  ooal 
as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (miUion  tone) 

1977  _  48. 4 

1978  _ 188.2 

1979  -  887. 1 

1980  _  287.8 

1981  _  844.0 

1982  _  863.9 

1983  _  890.  1 

1984  -  489.6 

1985  _ 844.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  RA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  8  (a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as  fol¬ 
lows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Year: 

1977 

1078 

1079 

1980 

1981 
1983 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Demand 
{miUtontome) 
_  698 

.  780 

_  764 

_  769 

_  848 

_  887 

_  685 

_  685 

_ 1,060 


e.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notleee  at  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 


hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  8(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  follows 
(Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Round  I 
and  Itoimd  XI  Coal  Conversion  CaadUMtes, 
August  1876  (hereafter  *X!oal  Conversion 
Study") ) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  . 6.4 

1978  -  10.  0 

1979  _  13.0 

1980  -  18.  0 

1681  - - -  20.2 

1962  -  41.4 

1988  _ 41.4 

1984  -  41.4 


8.  Characteristic  ooal.  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “AvaUablllty  Study”  Identlfles 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Tfrlght  7.  The  survey  Is  beaed 
on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that  siip- 
plled  useful  Information  on  96  mining  units. 
Responses  from  these  companies  Identified 
planned  production  of  coal  which  Is  not  iu>w 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For  those  com¬ 
panies  which  did  not  respond  to  the  survey, 
^EA  estlmaited  their  uncommitted  planned 
production  based  on  their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
powerplant.  FEA's  “Ooal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  a  pulverized -coal  wet 
bottom  boiler,  of  the  type  used  at  Wright  7, 
is  able  to  bum  ooal  of  the  following  charac¬ 
teristics  and  comply  with  all  applicable  alr 
poUutlon  control  requirements: 


BTU’s  s/lb _ 1  9. 600 

Moisture  (percent) _ __i _  » is 

Ash  (percent) _  »20 

Volatile  (percent) _  » 15 

Aah  softening  temp.  CF) _ *8,800 

Sulfur  (approKhnately)  (percent)..  *1.8 


*  Minimum. 
■Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
posoerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  ooal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Demand 

(thousand 


Year:  tons) 

1882  and  thereafter _ 927 


c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  ooal.  The  FEA  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3.a..  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  wlU  be  po¬ 
tentially  available  to  Wright  7  In  a  nation  - 
wide  market  as  follows: 

Production 

Tear:  (thoueand  tone) 


1911  _  8. 564 

1978  _ 21,608 

1979  _  46.786 

1980  _ 58,010 

1981  _ 72,382 

1982  _  75,920 

1083  _ 80,622 

1984  _  96,671 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  jdanned  production  of  charac- 
tettetie  ooal,  aa  etated  In  paragraph  A.8.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re- 
gsrCDesB  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI.  from  all  other  Notloes  of  Intention  to  Is- 
sne  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  the  authority  of  Section  8(a)  of 
EMeCA.  Nattonal  ESBCA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  piwvlously  stated  in  paragraph 
AJ2X,.  above.  Is: 
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Demand 

Tear:  {thouaand  tonal 

1977  .  a.  400 

1978  . .  10,000 

1979  .  18,000 

1980  .  18,000 

1981  _  20,200 

1982  .  41,400 

1983  _ 41,400 

1984  .  41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Wright  7  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  this  powerplant)  frmn  BOM  Districts  7 
through  20  and  22  as  follows: 

/>roducflon 


Year: 

1977 

1978 
1970 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


(thousand 

tons) 

_  7. 901 

_ 17,884 

....  39,832 

_  47,221 

...  67,937 

_ 80,817 

_  84,693 

_ 77,  718 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  os  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7  through  20  and  22  expected  to  result 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2(a)  of  B8BCA.  This  potential  regional 
demand  Is  estimated  In  PEA’s  “Coal  Conver¬ 
sion  Study’’  os  follows; 

Demand 
( thousand 

Tear:  tons) 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


4,  229 
8.  270 
10.  917 
14.  869 
18,  383 
18,  736 
18.  736 
18,  736 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  ’The 
potential  regional  demand  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7  through  20  and  22  for  coal  with  a 
lDl-1.40  percent  sulfur  content  (which  In¬ 
cludes  the  1.3  percent  maximum  sulfur  con¬ 
tent  as  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above) 
resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders 
to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  la  estimated  In  FEA's 
’’Coal  Conversion  Study’’  as  follows: 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
Sulfur 
1.01  to  1.4 

. 1,482 

. 2,741 

. 8, 162 

. 3,283 

. 3,283 

. 3,807 

. 8,  807 

. 8,  807 


’The  regional  planned  production  of  coal, 
stated  in  paragraph  A.8.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.3a., 


above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  PEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilisation  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  flgiures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Concittston.  FEA’s  "Availability  Study’’ 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  7  through  20  and  22  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  production  that  meets  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Wright  7  as  described  in  para¬ 
graph  Afi.a.,  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
this  uncommitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  suf¬ 
ficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
additional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  Coal  for  Wright  7  wll!  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
powerplant’s  location  from  BOM  Districts  7 
through  20  and  22.  FEA  observes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  this  powerplant  could  purchase 
coal  in  other  markets  as  such  production  be¬ 
comes  available.  (’The  Feasibility  of  Con¬ 
sidering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal  by 
Mld-westem  and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engin¬ 
eering,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Novem¬ 
ber  7,  1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study.  Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,  November  1978,  (here¬ 
after  “Transportation  Availability  Study”), 
coal  for  Wright  7  would  probably  come  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  District  19  as  both 
the  primary  and  alternate  source  of  supply. 
While  this  supply  area  Is  the  nearest  avail¬ 
able  potential  source  able  to  supply  comply¬ 
ing  coal  to  this  powerplant,  complying  coal 
can  be  transferred  by  rati  from  other 
Identified  sources  within  the  United  States. 
The  analysis  of  transportation  availability 
fli  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as 
an  alternate  route.  These  routes  were  chosen 
to  demonstrate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  ’The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  to  the  Wright  7  would 
originate  coal  on  the  Union  Pacific  (UP)  to 
Fremont,  Nebraska.  ’The  coal  would  be 
delivered  to  the  plant  by  the  Chicago  and 
North  Western  (C&NW).  ’The  total  distance 
Is  approximately  700  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  Involve  originating  on  the  UP 
to  Brush,  Colo.  ’The  Burlington  Northern 
(BN)  would  bring  the  coal  to  Fremont. 
C&NW  would  make  the  final  delivery. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  UP,  the 
originator  of  coal  for  Wright  7,  has  approxi¬ 
mately  7,000  hopper  cars  with  an  estimated 
average  capacity  of  86  tons.  Using  an  aver¬ 


age  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per 
85-ton,  the  UP  may  need  as  many  as  40  ad¬ 
ditional  cars  to  handle  the  demand  from 
Wright  7.  ’This  assumes  that  the  railroad  will 
neither  have  excess  originating  capacity  nor 
obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  In  the  origi¬ 
nating  vicinity.  ’The  UP  Indicated  that  It  Is 
willing  to  acquire  any  needed  capacity  In¬ 
volved  in  shipment  to  the  Wright  7  and  that 
It  will  modify  Its  expansion  plans  with  de¬ 
mand  conditions. 

FEA’s  '"Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  ’The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  cfipaclty. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  Into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  aU  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  UP  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  19  are  In  satisfactory  operating  con¬ 
dition  and  that  loading  facilities  could  han¬ 
dle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  ’The  Chicago  and  North  Western  Is 
the  destination  carrier  for  the  Wright  7.  The 
C&NW  owns  the  railroad  siding  Into  the 
plant.  At  present  the  C&NW  delivers  coal  to 
Wright  7.  The  plant  has  adequate  unloading 
equipment  to  handle  the  coal  deliveries.  ’This 
equipment  Is  presently  In  operating  condi¬ 
tion,  and  Is  being  used  to  unload  coal. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no  sig¬ 
nificant  constraints  to  coal  delivery  to  Wright 
7  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its  primary 
energy  source  will  not  impair  the  reliability 
of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the  affected 
powerplant.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  In¬ 
formation  submitted  to  FEA  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  and  Fremont,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Wright  7  will  not  Impair  the 
reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by 
the  powerplant  since  there  will  be  no  outage 
as  a  result  of  a  PnAlbltlon  Order  to  Wright  7. 

’ITie  Fremont  Department  of  Utilities  .has 
advised  FEA  that  WTlght  7  was  designed  to 
bum  gas  and  coal  and  Is  currently  biuming 
coal.  ’There  will  thmefore  be  no  Impairment 
of  reliability  of  service  within  the  meaning 
of  ESECA  In  the  area  served  by  Wright  7  as 
a  result  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

|FR  Doc.77-12160  Filed  4-28-77:8:46  am) 


ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intontion  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Powerplants 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention 
to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  It  by  Sectltm  2  (a) 
and  (b)  oi  the  Energy  Supply  and  Envlrimmental  Coordination  Act  of  1974,  as 
amended  (ESECA).  and  Chapter  10.  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CFR).  Parts 
303  and  305  to  the  f (blowing  powerplant: 


Docket  Owner  Oeneratlne  station  Unit  Na  Location 


OFU-ian  Philadelphia  Electric  Co . . .  Crcsnby, 


S  rhosaixville,  Pa 
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FEA  hereby  also  elves  notice  of  the 
opjxutunlty  lor  oral  and  written  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  this  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Order. 

The  proposed  order  would  prohfott  the 
above-named  powerplant  from  burning 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its 
primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  a  powerplant,  section  2(a)  of 
ESBCA  and  10  CFR  303A6(b)  and  305A 
(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the  pow- 
endant  had  the  capability  and  necessary 
plant  eqiiipment  to  bum  coal  as  of  June 
22.  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order  may  not  be 
issued  iiniAtu:  feIA  can  find  that  the  pro¬ 
hibition  of  the  utilisation  of  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  a  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source  is  practicable  and  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  ESBCA,  that  coal 
and  coal  traxisportation  facilities  will  be 
available  durhig  the  period  the  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  will  be  in  effect,  and  that  the 
prohibition  will  not  impair  the  reliability 
of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the  pow- 
oplant.  FCLA’s  pr<H>osed  findings,  as  well 
as  its  proposed  oonchisions  and  rationale 
with  respect  to  these  findings,  for  each 
powerplant  are  set  out  in  the  App>endix 
to  this  notice.  These  findings,  conclu¬ 
sions  and  rationale  may  be  amended  as  a 
result  of  comments  received  by  FEA  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  notice  and  other  informa¬ 
tion  available  to  FCA.  The  findings,  con- 
cliisions  and  rationale  will  be  included, 
with  any  amendments,  for  each  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Ordor  that  is  issued. 

Upon  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice.  FEA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order  to  the 
.  above-named  powerplant.  TTils  Pbohibl- 
tlon  Order  will  not  b^ome  effective,  how¬ 
ever.  until  (1)  either  (a)  the  Administra¬ 
tor  oi  the  Environmental  Protection  Ag¬ 
ency  (ETA)  notifies  the  FEA,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the 
C7ean  Air  Act,  that  the  powerplant  Is  able 
to  bum  coal  and  to  comply  with  all  appli¬ 
cable  air  pollution  control  requirements 
without  a  comidianoe  date  extension  un¬ 
der  section  119(c)  of  such  Act.  or  (b)  if 
such  notification  is  not  given  by  ETA, 
the  date  that  the  Administrator  of  EPA 
certifies,  pursuant  to  section  119(d)(1) 
(B)  of  ^e  CTlean  Air  Act,  is  the  earliest 
date  that  the  powerplant  will  be  able  to 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution 
control  requirements  of  section  119  of 
that  Act,  and  (2)  FEA  has  considered 
the  environmental  impact  of  the  order, 
pursuant  to  10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and 
305.9,  and  has  served  the  affected  power- 
plant  with  a  Notice  of  E^ffectiveness,  as 
provided  in  10  CFR  303.10(b).  303.37(b) 
ftiiA  305.7.  Ihe  date  the  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  will  be  effective  will  be  stated  in  the 
Notice  of  EffectivmesB. 

10  CFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectimiess 
to  a  powerplant,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  Environmental  impact  of 
the  issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  *mat  Bimlysis  shall  result  in  either 
(i)  issuance  of  a  declaration  lhat  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  not.  if  made  effec¬ 
tive  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant  im¬ 


pact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  en¬ 
vironment,  or  (2)  the  preparation  by 
FEA  of  an  envlronm^tiil  impact  state¬ 
ment  covering  significant  slte-spectCle 
impacts  that  are  Ilfcdy  to  result  frosa  the 
Prohibition  Order  and  that  have  not  been 
adequately  addressed  in  the  Final  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Statement  (FES  75-1,  dated 
April  25.  1975)  or  in  other  official  docu¬ 
ments  made  publicly  available. 

If  FEA  prepares  an  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statement  covering  significant  stte- 
specific  impacts  resulting  from  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order,  the  statement  shall  be  pre¬ 
pared  and  published  for  comment  in 
accordance  with  Sectiem  102(2)  (C)  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of 
Effectiveness.  Interested  p^ sons  may  re¬ 
quest  a  public  hearing  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  303.173  to  comment  on  the  contents 
of  a  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment.  With  respect  to  comments  regard¬ 
ing  any  lmi>act  on  air  quality  that  might 
result  from  a  proposed  Prohibition  Order, 
however,  it  should  be  recognized  that 
ESEiCA  has  assigned  to  EPA  the  primary 
responsibility  for  anals^ing  the  effect  of 
any  such  order  on  the  Natim’s  air  qual¬ 
ity  and  for  determining  the  applicable 
air  pollution  control  requirements  that 
apply  to  the  powerplant  that  has  been 
Issued  an  order.  It  is  expected  that,  in 
almost  every  case,  a  powerplant  to  which 
a  Prohibitiem  Order  is  issued  will  be  eli¬ 
gible  to  apply  to  ETA  for  a  compliance 
date  extension.  In  connection  with  that 
application,  ETA  must  provide  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  written  comment  and  oral 
presentation  of  data,  views  and  argu¬ 
ments  by  interested  persons.  Enclosed 
with  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness  may  be  a 
complismce  reporting  schedule  to  insure 
that  the  powerplant  will  be  able  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  prohibition  of  the  burning 
of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a 
primary  energy  source  on  the  effective 
date  specified  in  the  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposal  to 
issue  a  Prohibition  Order  to  the  power- 
plant  listed  above  Is  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views  and  arguments. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the  ade¬ 
quacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  condusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings, 
(2)  the  environmental  Impact  of  the 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  includ¬ 
ing  any  site-specific  environmental  im¬ 
pacts,  and  (3)  any  other  aspects  of 
impacts  of  the  proposed  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  believed  to  be  rdevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  (c)  and 
(d) .  EEA  hereby  announces  (hat  a  pitolic 
hearing  to  receive  oral  presentation  of 
data,  views  and  arguments  of  interested 
ptersons  will  be  hdd  beginning  at  9:00 
a.m.  on  May  10,  1977,  in  Conference 
Room  1  IB,  1421  Clierry  Street,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  Pennsylvania  19102.  Any  person 
who  has  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
hearing  or  vho  Is  a  representative  of  a 
group  or  class  of  persons  which  has  an 
interest  in  the  subject  of  the  hearing  may 
make  a  written  request  or  a  verbal  re¬ 
quest  if  confirmed  in  writing,  for  an 


opportunity  to  make  an  oral  presenta¬ 
tion.  That  request  should  be  directed  to 
Ed  Gray.  FEA  Region  m.  Room  1001, 
1421  Cheny  Street,  Philadelphia.  Penn- 
sytvanla  19102.  (215)  597-3607.  The  re¬ 
quest  should  be  received  before  4:30  p.m.. 
Tuesday.  May  8. 1677.  The  request  khould 
describe  (he  person's  interest  In  the  is¬ 
sue  (s)  involved;  if  approprtete.  It  Should 
state  why  the  person  is  an  appropriate 
representative  of  the  group  or  class  of 
persons  which  has  such  an  interest;  it 
shoiiid  give  a  concise  summary  of  the 
proposed  oral  pu'esentation  and  a  phone 
number  where  the  person  may  be  con¬ 
tacted  through  May  9.  1977.  Speakers 
will  be  contacted  by  an  FEA  representa¬ 
tive  before  4:30  p.m.,  Thursday,  May  5, 
1977,  and  should  submit  ten  (10)  coities 
of  their  oral  presentation,  if  possible,  un¬ 
less  such  presentation  is  less  than  five  (5) 
psiges.  In  which  case  only  one  copy  is 
reguli^,  to  Ed  Gray,  Federal  Ehiergy 
Administration,  Room  1001,  1421  Cherry 
Street.  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19102, 
before  4:30  pm..  Monday.  May  9.  1977. 

Detailed  technical  datik  views,  and 
arguments  should  be  contained  in  a 
written  submission  in  support  of  the  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentation  itself 
should  be  a  summary  of  those  written 
comments. 

While  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire  to 
speak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  their  reflective  pre¬ 
sentations  and  to  estabUsh  the  proce¬ 
dures  governing  the  conduct  of  tiie  hear¬ 
ing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to  each 
presentation  may  be  limited  on  the  basis 
of  the  number  of  persons  requesting  to 
be  heard.  The  FEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all 
rdevant  data,  views,  and  argumenta. 

An  FEA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be  a 
Judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  During 
oral  presentations  only  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  There 
will  be  no  cross-examination.  At  the 
conclusion  of  all  initial  oral  presenta¬ 
tions,  each  person  who  has  made  an  oral 
statement  will  be  given  the  opportunity, 
if  he  or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a  re¬ 
buttal  statement.  The  rebuttal  state¬ 
ments  will  be  given  in  the  order  tn  which 
the  initial  statements  were  made  and  will 
be  subject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  Interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an 
oral  presentation.  The  presiding  officer 
will  determine  whether  to  ask  questions, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  (he  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  annoxmeed  by  the  presiding 
officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
comments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy- 
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Ing  at  the  publlo  reading  room  located 
m  Room  HOT.  Rederal  Biifldlng.  12th  A 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  Waahlngtnn. 

OJC.  20461,  and  the  FBA  Beglnnal  OSee, 
Boom  tool.  4421<GhsnT  ateB0t.Phila(W- 
phla,  Penneplvanla  iOftOS,  tietween  the 
houra  of  )tfOf)  am.  Bnd4:t0  pm..  Monday 
through  Prid^.  Anyone  -may  pmchase  a 
copy  Of  the  transcript  from  ttie  reporter. 

TntprArtt-ji^  jiorgniiR  are  lovlted  U>  aUh- 
mu.  aixitten  nOmments  oonsisting  of 
views,  or  arguments  wltii  respect  to  this 
propoiBad  Prohibition  Order  to  Executiw 
CommunicationE,  Box  MC,  FKleral  En¬ 
ergy  Administration,  Federal  Building, 
Room  8309, 12tii  &  Pennsylvania  Avenue. 
N.W.,  Washington.  D.C.  20461. 

Comments  other  .documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  tcee  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  Itself 
the  designation  ‘*Proposed  FnAiitaltion 
Order  lor  the  Cromhy  Powerplant."  Fif¬ 
teen  copies  should  be  submitted. 

All  written  received  by  4 *.30 

p.m..  Monday,  May  30. 1977,  all  oral  pres¬ 
entations,  and  all  other  relevant  ixkfor- 
mation  submitted  to  or  othorwtoe  avail¬ 
able  to  PEA  will  be  considered  by  TKA 
prior  to  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  iumishlng 
It  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted  in 
writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  reserves 
the  right  to  determine  the  confidential 
status  of  the  information  or  data  and  to 
treat  it  In  accordance  with  that  deter¬ 
mination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  section  2(a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  FEA  Regional  Offices : 

Rscion,  Address  and  Phonk 

I.  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Administrator, 
160  Causeway  Street,  Room  700,  Boston, 
Maamchusetts  02113—617-233-3701. 

II.  Alfred  Klelnfeld,  Regional  Administrator, 
26  Federal  Plaza,  Room  3206,  New  York, 
New  York  10007-212-264-1021. 

III.  JA.  LaSala,  Regional  Administrator,  1421 
Cherry  Street,  Room  1001,  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania  19102 — 216-697-3390. 

IV.  Donald  Allen.  Regional  Administrator, 
1666  Peachtree  Street.  N.E.,  8th  Floor, 
Atlanta.  Georgia  30309 — 404-626-2837. 

V.  N.  Allen  Andersen,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Offloe  Building,  175  West  Jack- 
son  Blvd.,  Room  A-883,  Chicago,  Illinois 
60604—813-863-0640. 

VI.  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Offloe  Box  85228,  26B6  W.  Mockingbird 
Liane,  Dallas,  Texas  76286 — 214-749-7846. 

Vn.  Nell  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 
64166—816-374-2061. 

Vin.  Dudley  Faver,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Offloe  Box  26247,  Betanar  Brandh,  1075 
South  Yukon  Streat,  Ijakawood,  Colorado 
80226 — 308-234-2430. 

IX.  William  Amtz,  Regional  Admlntatrwtor, 
111  Pine  Street,  San  Francisco,  California 
04111—415-656-7216. 

Z.  Jack  B.  Robertson,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  1992  Federal  Building,  916  Second 
Avenue,  Seattle,  Washington  98174—206- 
448-7280. 


Axiy  gueatians  irgardiiig  this  notice 
ahmdd  ^  go  the  REA  JlfttlODal 

Ofliae  as  XbUosh:  FKleeal  Enemr  Ad- 
i— 1  Oade  <OOU  (PrntiibttiMi 
Omter:  Casullir  Powerplant).  Wbahteg- 
Mb,  DC.  Vmi.  g08-gtS-7Dll. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FZA,  bftlftd  infrofmatinn 

has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
pder  to  the  iianr«  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NCR)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Philadelphia  Electric  Company  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “uUUty"  and  as  "Phil¬ 
adelphia  Electric". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplant  Number  3  at 
the  Cromby  Generating  Station  (Cromhy  2) 
had  the  capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed  finding 
Is  baaed  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below: 

A.  Philadelphia  Electric  in  information 
filed  with  FEA  dated  July  10,  1976,  Indicated 
that  the  powerplant  had  In  place  on  June 
22, 1974,  a  boUer  that  was  capable  of  burning 
ooal.  The  boiler  had  been  designed  and  con- 
struoted  or  modified  to  burn  coal  as  Its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant 
may  not  have  been  burning  coal  as  Its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Philadelphia 
Electric  filed  with  FEA  dated  July  10,  1075, 
and  other  Information  avaUable  to  FEA,  the 
following  plant  equipment  or  facilities  at 
Cromhy  2  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  re¬ 
furbished  In  order  f(»r  this  powerplant  to 
bum  coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source:  (1) 
CoaJ  burners  and  mills,  (3)  ash  handling 
system,  (3)  superheater  tube  shields,  and 
(4)  oombustlon  controls. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  32, 
1974, '  Cromby  2  had  all  other  slgnlflcant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  faclHtiee  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  tndlrldually  or  In 
oomMnaiion  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June '22,  1974. 

TI.  The  humtng  of  coed  in  lieu  of  natural 
ffoa  or  petroleum  produats  is  proptiedble  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESSCA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Cromby  2  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or 
natural  gas  is  praotimble  and  consistent  arlth 
tfae  pui'pcees  of  E8BCA.  This  finding  Is  based 
upon  the  presumption  that  Cromby  2  will 
be  operated  at  a  114  percent  capacity  factor, 
has  a  remaining  nsefnl  life  of  M  years  (as  of 
ttw  date  of  this  NCI) ,  Is  expeetsd  to  have  «t 
least  0  years  remaining  useful  life  after  son- 


amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Aet  oC  1974  (16  TTB.C.  '781 
et  seg.) ,  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-38Q;  S.O. 
n790  (89FB23ra5)i 

in  WashteKtaai,  DjC..  April  85, 

1877. 


veralon  of  the  pawerplant,  and  on  the  facte 
and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  The  buming  of  eoal  U  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. 

A.  Capital  iustestmmnt  coats.  The  total  Ini¬ 
tial  .costi,  ezolustve  hf  fi¬ 

nancing  ccsts,  that  would  zesuU  from  the  ao- 
qulsltlon  and  xafurblshment  of  equipment 
and  tarllltles  assoolated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Cromby  2  are 'estimated  to  he  approx¬ 
imately  8203&6U100,  which  R'-.uuxMs  that  flue 
gas  desulfur Isatlon  equipment  (InoliuUng 
venturi  sembber)  will  be  required  at  a  oost 
of  420,342.900  to  comply  with  the  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control  saqulremente  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  This  eatlmate  is  based  on  a  PEDCo- 
Envlronmental  Specialists,  Inc.  report  en¬ 
titled  Coal  Conversion  Cost  Reasonableness 
Analysis  for  the  Oroml^  2  Plant,  Feb.  25, 
1977  (hereafter  “PEDOo.  Beport") . 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  Increase  In  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs,  exoluslve  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  ooal  Is 
eatlmated  to  be  approximately  4104184,000  per 
year  Including  48,867,000  for  operation  and 
malntenanoe  of  air  pollution  control  equip¬ 
ment.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  the  PEDCO. 
Beport. 

c.  Fuel  costs,  (i)  Baaed  on  information 
supplied  by  Philadelphia  Electric,  the  price 
of  petroleum  products  available  to  Cromby  2 
Is  approximately  42.46  per  million  Btu’s  for 
oU.  This  represents  414.60  per  barrel  of  oil, 
assuming  626  million  Btu’s  per  barral. 

(11)  Based  on  Information  aupplled  by 
PEIKJo-Envlronmental  Specialists,  Inc.  the 
price  of  ooal  available  to  Cromby  2  Is  ap¬ 
proximately  41.08  per  million  Btu’s.  This 
represents  426.78  per  ton  of  ooal,  assuming 
34.8  million  Btu’s  per  ton. 

(lU)  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  this  powerplant  will  resuR  In  a  re¬ 
duction  of  approximately  4127  per  million 
Btu’s,  or  416,021,000  per  year  In  fuel  costs. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  consuzQiptlon 
presuming  Cromby  2  Is  operatad  at  a  64  per¬ 
cent  capacity  factor  and  with  an  average 
heat  rate  of  9,789  Btu’s  per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of 
Cromby  2,  there  will  be  an  estimated  total 
annual  Increase  In  costs  Incurred,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately  416,184,000. 

2.  Aeasonabieness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  eon- 
verslon  provides  the  basis  for  dsoldlng 
whether  the  eonveralon  of  Cromby  2  is  rea¬ 
sonable.  Financial  lnq>actB  of  the  conversion 
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will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by  the  con¬ 
sumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
Incxire  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs,  Including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $6,900,000  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tized  cost  over  the  9  years  remaining  useful 
life  of  this  powerplant  after  conversion,  and 
Is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  28.9% 
of  the  total  Initial  capital  Investment  of 
$20,396,000)  and  additional  annual  operat¬ 
ing  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  of  approximately  $10,284,000  (these 
figures  are  derived  from  the  figures  In  para¬ 
graphs  A.l.  a.,  and  b.),  but  will  experience 
an  annual  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately 
$15,021,000.  (See  paragraphs  A.l.c.)  The  es¬ 
timated  net  annual  Increase  In  cost  of  pro¬ 
ducing  electricity  at  Cromby  2  after  con¬ 
version  will  be  $1,163,000. 

Increased  costs  for  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  In  an  increase  in  the 
cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Cromby  2. 
The  costs  to  the  utility  resulting  from  this 
Prohibition  Order  ultimately  will  be  recov¬ 
ered  In  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Cromby  2  will  result  In 
an  estimated  annual  equivalent  savings  of 
1,844,000  barrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would 
be  used  in  providing  steam  for  electric  power 
generation.  The  cost  of  conversion  per  barrel 
of  oil  saved  Is  estimated  to  be  $0.63. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost  of 
producing  electricity  at  Cromby  2,  PEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  such  Increased  cost,  per 
barrel  of  oil  saved,  is  not  unreasonable.  This 
determination  Is  based  on  consideration  of 
the  substantial  savings  of  oil  that  will  result 
from  this  conversion.  Tlie  determination  that 
the  costs  of  converting  are  not  unreasonable 
is  further  suf^rted  by  consideration  of 
such  costs  in  relation  to  the  expected  9  years 
remaining  useful  life  of  the  powerplant  after 
conversion,  the  size  and  resources  of  Phila¬ 
delphia  Electric  as  examined  In  the  following 
analysis  of  financial  capability,  the  nature  of 
the  expected  operations  of  this  powerplant, 
and  potential  future  Increases  In  the  fuel 
cost  differential  In  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Philadelphia 
Electric,  a.  Recovery  of  capital  investment. 
PEA  proposes  to  find  that  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  Cromby  2  would  be 
econmnlcally  feasible.  TEA’b  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  $20,396,000  additional 
capital  Investment  required  for  Philadelphia 
Electric  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital  in¬ 
vestment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  issue  prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction  Or¬ 
ders,  If  any,  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Phila¬ 
delphia  Electric  powerplants.  PEA  related 
these  additional  capital  Investment  costs  to 
Philadelphia  Electric’s  estimate  of  its  1977- 
79  construction  budget  of  $2  billion,  the 
total  oiq>ltallzation  of  Philadelphia  Electric 
of  $3.6  billion,  and  the  9  years  remaining 
useful  life  after  conversion  of  Cromby  2. 

PEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  the  utility  to  assume  such 
eosts. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  vHth  con¬ 
version.  Hie  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOPs  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  would  be 
$16,184,000.  This  also  represents  the  total 
estimated  annual  Incremental  Increase  in 


revenue  requirements  of  Philadelphia  Elec¬ 
tric.  (PEA  also  took  Into  consideration  reve¬ 
nue  requirements  of  Philadelphia  Electric 
resulting  from  compliance  with  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  issue 
Prohibition  or  CJonstructlon  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any,  issued  to  date  imder  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to 
Philadelphia  Electric  powerplants.)  This 
estimate  of  $16,184,000  in  revenue  require¬ 
ments  Is  based  on  an  investment  oriented 
analysis  described  In  an  Ultrasystems  Inc. 
report  entitled  Computer  Methodology  Por 
Coal  Conversion  Cost  Reasonableness  Deter¬ 
mination,  August  1976,  (hereafter  “Ultra¬ 
systems  Computer  Model”).  The  estimate 
Includes  an  Incremental  rate  of  return  on 
retained  earnings  which  are  Invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystem 
Computer  Model  results,  PEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  Identification 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  The 
Use  Of  Coal,  October  1976.  This  analysis  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  annual  incremental  increase 
in  revenue  requirements  to  be  $16,320,000, 
which  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on  Phila¬ 
delphia  Electric’s  financial  statement  and 
represents  revenues  required  to  offset  any 
potential  loss  in  Philadelphia  Electric’s  net 
earnings  pra*  share  as  reported  for  Fiscal 
Year  ending  1975.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  in 
costs  of  $16,184,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovered  in  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  value 
of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately  $16,- 
021, (XX)  attributable  to  compliance  with  this 
NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  the  net  annual  revenue  require¬ 
ments  of  Philadelphia  Electric  should  In¬ 
crease  by  approximately  $1,163,(XX). 

4.  Consumer  Impact.  ’The  potential  Initial 
impact  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Cromby  2 
is  a  net  increase  In  revenues  required  from 
Philadelphia  Electric  consumers  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $0.00046  per  kilowatt  hour  of  elec¬ 
tricity  sold  by  Philadelphia  Electric.  ’This 
estimate  is  based  on  FEA’s  analirsis  of  the 
Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 

’The  actual  amount  of  the  increase  will  de¬ 
pend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  Investment 
necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibition  Order, 
the  methods  which  Philadelphia  Electric 
selects  to  finance  the  Increased  cost  asso¬ 
ciated  with  burning  coal  as  a  primary  energy 
source  at  Cromby  2,  the  extent  to  which  the 
cost  Increase  Is  spread  among  Philadelphia 
Electric  consumers,  the  regulations  or  poli¬ 
cies  of  the  regulatory  agencies  with  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  Philadelphia  Electric  regarding  In¬ 
clusion  of  such  cost  Increases  In  consumer 
rates,  the  actual  amount  of  the  fuel  differ¬ 
ential,  and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  uHth  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Cromby  2  will  dlscoiut^e  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encovirage  the  Increased  use  of  coal, 
PEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  anal¬ 
ysis  which  PEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  powerplant  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  PEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Crom¬ 
by  2  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist 
in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  in  a  manner  which  is  con¬ 


sistent,  to  the  fixllest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

m.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  powerplant  during 
the  period  until  December  31. 1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — l.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  data  show  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable, 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”)).  Within  these 
reooverable  reserves  approxinoately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1%  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
PEA  has  examined  several  studies,  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

a.  National  eoal  production  and  demand. 
’The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  siirvey  of  coal  pro¬ 
ducing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1960,  plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  coal  producers 
have  firm  expansions  plans  that  extend  that 
far  into  the  future;  however,  the  projected 
total  planned  national  coal  production  for 
1985  already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total 
U.S.  demand  expected  in  1985.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserv¬ 
atively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 

Production 

potential 

(million 

Tear:  tons) 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


732.3 

791.6 

861.4 

911.7 
960.  0 
994.3 

1,017.4 
1,  028.  7 
1,  029.  6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  ’The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tend.s 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  EPA  study.  Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1986  by  Quality  Char- 
acterlstics,  August  1976,  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study”),  indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  . - .  48.  4 

1978  .  122-2 

1979  . - .  237. 1 

1980  . 287.3 

1981  .  344.0 

1982  . 368.9 

1983  _ _ _ _  390. 1 

1984  . 469.5 

1986  . 544.9 
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b.  MatUmal  ^temamd  *xoluttve  of  KSSCA 
proMbtUon  ordtr  AemoMd.  Tha  — tlmatart  na¬ 
tional  denumd,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  restdttng  from  TCA  action  tmder  the 
autborl^  of  Baction  2(a)  of  KfiCCA,  la  aa 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  OutlooX) : 


Year: 


Demand 

{million 

tone) 


1977  . 

1978  . 

1979  _ 

1980  _ _ 

1981  _ 

1982  _ 

1988  _ 

1984  _ 

1986  _ 


.  698 

.  780 

.  764 

_  799 

_  842 

.  887 

_  936 

_ 986 

_ 1,  040 


c.  National  EBECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  Ttae  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  aectlon  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  follows 
(Coal  Arallablll^  and  Demand:  Round  I  and 
II  Coal  Converston  Candidates,  August  1976 
(hereafter  *'Ooal  Conversion  Study**) ) : 


Demand 

(million 

Tear:  ton») 

1977  . -  4.8 

1978  _  9- 1 

1979  _  12-  0 

1980  _  17. 0 

1981  _ 19.2 

1982  _  27. 6 

1983  _ 27.8 

1984  _ 27. 6 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA'S  “Availability  Study*’  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Cronlby  2.  The  survey  Is  based 
on  data  from  81  mining  companies  that  sup¬ 
plied  useful  Information  on  96  mining  units. 
Responses  from  these  companies  Identified 
planned  production  of  coal  which  was  not 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  Por  those  com¬ 
panies  which  did  not  respond  to  the  survey, 
PEA  estimated  their  uncommitted  planned 
production  based  on  their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
powerplant.  MSA's  "Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  a  pulverlzed-coal,  dry 
bottom  boiler  of  the  type  used  at  Cromby  2 
will  be  able  to  bum  coal  of  the  following 
characteristics  and  comply  with  all  applicable 
air  pollution  control  requirements: 

BTU’s/lb  _ 1 - *  18, 100 

Moisture  (percent) -  *16 

Ash  (percent) _  •  19 

Volatile  (percent) -  ‘16 

Ash  softening  temperature  ( “P)  —  ‘  2. 200 

Sulfur  (approximate)  (percent) _  ‘2.1 


9roductiou 
(ttirwiarwMt  tans) 


1977 

1978  — 

1979  ... 

4980  _ 

1981  ... 

1982  ... 

1988  _ 

1984  ... 


18.968 
98.  687 
60,  963 
68,868 
69,045 
72. 867 
77,864 
94,105 


d.  National  ESECA  proAfMtfon  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteriaUoa. 
The  national  planned  production  of  eharao- 
terlstic  ooal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.T.. 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  ooal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
lasue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
tinder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  KSBCA. 
National  ■SBOAftoblbition  Order  demand  as 
stated  In  paragraph  A.9.e.,  above  Is: 


Demand 

Tear:  {thousand  tone) 

1977  . . .  4,  800 

1978  . 9,100 

1979  _ 12,000 

1980  _ 17,000 

1981  _ 19,200 

1982  _ _ 27,600 

1983  .  27,600 

1984  .  27,600 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  ooaL  Coal  with  the  charaoterlstlos  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.S.a.,  above,  is.uncom- 
mltted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Cromby  2  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/de¬ 
mand  relationship  related  to  the  location  of 
this  powerplant)  from  Bureau  of  Mines  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  16  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _ 13,268 

1978  _  26,667 

1979  _  50,263 

198P _  68,353 

1981  _  69,045 

1982  _  72,867 

1983  _  77,864 

1984  _ 94,106 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibttion  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  eharacteristic. 
TTie  e^Moted  regional  prodiiatton  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.S.a., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  15  expected  to  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohlbltton 
Orders  Issued  to  date  imder  authorll^  of 
Section  2(a)  of  EBECA.  This  potential 
regional  demand  Is  estimated  In  FEA’s 
''Ooal  Converaicm  Sttu^”  as  follows: 


Minimum. 

Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
powerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  coal 
or  the  type  described  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows : 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1982  and  thereafter _ 443 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  _  2, 877 

1978  -  6,256 

1979  _  7, 027 

1980  _ U,  932 

1981  . 14,138 

1982  . . . . . 22. 179 

1983  _ _ ! _ 22.179 

1984  _ 22,179 


c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  PEA  ''Coal  Conversion  Study" 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.Sa.,  above,  :1s  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  adll  .be  poten¬ 
tially  available  to  Cromby  2  in  a  matlonwlde 
market  as  follows: 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibttion  order  de¬ 
mand  far  coal  by  sutfur  oharaoteristtc.  Ttm 
potential  ragtonal  demand  for  ooalfxamiBOM 
Dtotrlcts  1  through  16  with  n  .2Al-dJn  per¬ 
cent  -euUur  -eontent  (  which  .tunltides  'ttie  8.7 
percent  jnaelmum  sulfur  content  rtnrn  i  Iberi 
la  pexageaph  ASeu,  above)  awmltlng  Jaon 


tHW  NOI,  from  an  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Jesxm  'Prohibition  001010  to  date  and  from 
aU  ontotandlng  Prohibition  Orders  Issned  to 
«tata  under  euithoelty  of  eeotlon  8(er)  of 
BBECA  Is  estimated  In  ESAh  “Ooal  Conver¬ 
sion  Study’’  as  foUowe: 

Demand 
(thoueand  tone) 
percent  sutfur 

Yesr:  2Ei  to  2.71 


7977  . 

7978  . 

1979  . 

1980  . 

1981  _ 

1982  . 
1988  . 
1984  - 


...  608 
...  807 

_ 1.242 

...  1.888 
...  1.733 
...  6,619 

_ 6.  619 

...  8,619 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
statad  In  paxagngdi  A6e.,  above,  with  the 
charaoterietlBs  deacrlbed  in  paragraph  A8.a.. 
aboee,  far  exceeds  this  potential  EfflCA  re- 
gifmai  HwimanH  for  ooal  by  BUlfuT  Charac¬ 
teristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  WRA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  lawe  or  policies  limiting  the 
eoctraetlon  of  utUteatlon  of  ooal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures, 
and  none  have  been  brought  to  PEA's  atten¬ 
tion. 

6.  Xfonousiou.  PEA's  ''Availability  Study” 
has  Identlfiad  nationally  and  In  Bmeau  of 
mwwm  District  1  through  16  uncommitted 
coal  prodtiotlon  that  meets  the  requirements 
of  Cronby  2  as  dmcrlbed  in  paragraph 
A.3  A.,  above.  FEA  -proposes  to  find  that  this 
uncommitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  sulB- 
oleiit  In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  Addi¬ 
tional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and 
from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  -other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
tmder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESBCA. 

Coal  for  Cromby  2  wUl  prctebly  be  bought 
from  produoers  according  to  regional  supply/ 
riwitiand  relationships  related  to  the  power- 
plant’s  location  from  Bureau  of  Mines  Dis- 
tilotB  1  -throuedt  46.  FEA  observes,  however, 
that  thte  powerplant  eeuld  purchase  coal  ha 
other  markets  as  such  production  becomes 
available.  (The  Feasibility  of  Considering 
Bq>anded  Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwest¬ 
ern  and  Eastern  UtUltleB  in  the  Period  1978 
and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineering,  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplant  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  fitudy.  Utility  Analy^  of  Coal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,  November  1976,  (here¬ 
after  ''TYansportatlon  Availability  Study”), 
coal  for  Craxntay-2  would  probably  come  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  District  1  as  the 
primary  source  at  supply  and  from  District  8 
as  the  alternate  source  of  supply.  While  the?e 
stqaply  areas  are  the  nearest  available  sources 
able  to  supply  complying  coal  to  the  power- 
plant.  com^ylng  ceal  can  be  transferred  1^ 
call  from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  States.  The  analysis  of  transporta¬ 
tion  availability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely 
route  as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These 
routes  weM  chosen  to  demonstrate  trans- 
pectatlon  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  for 'Cromby  2  would  originate 
on  Consolidated  Railroad  Corporation  (Oon- 
rall),  and  be  delivered  to  the  plant  via  Coal- 
pert.  Harrisburg,  and  Lancaster,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  The  total  roll  distance  is  opproxl- 
motaly  800  mllea. 

'One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  1 
would  Involve  originating  and  delivering 
coal  by  Oonmll,  via  fBesrtlng,  Wiinamsport, 
and  Reading,  Pennsylvania. 
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Another  alternate  route  from  an  alternate 
supply  would  be  to  originate  coal  from  BCMd 
District  8  to  Hagerstown,  liaryland,  on  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  (N&W)  Bailroad.  Con- 
rail  woiUd  deliTer  the  coal  from  Hagerstown. 
Maryland  to  the  powerplant. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  Conrall,  the 
expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  from 
Cromby  2,  has  approximately  62,000  hopper 
cars  with  an  estimated  average  capacity  of 
80  tons.  Using  an  average  number  of  deliv¬ 
eries  of  10  per  year  per  80-ton  car,  Conrall 
may  need  as  many  as  650  additional  cars  to 
handle  the  increased  demand  from  Cromby 

2.  Ttiis  estimate  assumes  that  the  railroad 
would  neither  have  excess  originating  capac¬ 
ity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  in  the 
originating  vicinity. 

Conrall  indicated  that  it  is  willing  to  ac¬ 
quire  any  needed  capacity  involved  in  ship¬ 
ment  to  Cromby  2  and  that  it  would  modify 
its  expansion  plans  with  demand  conditions. 
The  railroad  also  indicated  that  its  carrying 
capacity  could  be  expanded  as  quickly  as  the 
utility  prepares  to  bivn  coal. 

PEA’S  “Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  accoimt  projections  noade  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as- 
siunlng  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Conrall  indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  1,  served  by  Conrall  are  in  satisfactory 
operating  condition  and  that  loading  facili¬ 
ties  could  handle  the  required  coal  volumes. 

PEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  of  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  primary  and  alternate  destina¬ 
tion  carrier  for  Cromby  2  is  Conrall.  Conrall 
JurlsdicUon  includes  spur  tracks  to  the  plant, 
v^ich  are  reported  by  the  utility  to  be  in 
good  condition.  Car  dumpers  are  in  place  and 
operable  toe  unloading  coal. 

Philadelphia  Electric  has  indicated  that  all 
coal  receiving  facilities  serving  Cromby  2  are 
adequate  to  handle  the  projected  demand 
through  1986. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  deliv¬ 
ery  of  coal  to  Cromby  2. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  the  Cromby  2  presently  ex¬ 
ist,  and  alternate  routes  are  available. 

IV,  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its  primary 
energy  source  will  not  impair  the  reliability 
of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the  affected 
powerplant.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  PEA  by  the  Pederal 
Power  Commission,  and  after  consultation 
with  the  Pederal  Power  Commission,  PEA 
prc^XMes  to  find  that  the  Issuance  of  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  to  Cromby  2  will  not  impair 
the  reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served 
by  the  powerplant.  This  proposed  finding  is 
based  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 

1.  The  Cromby  Station  is  owned  by  Philadel¬ 
phia  Electric,  which  is  a  member  of  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania/New  Jersey /Maryland  (PJM)  power 
pool,  which  la  within  the  geographical  area  of 
the  Mid-Atlsmtic  Area  Council  regional  elec¬ 
tric  reliability  cotmcll. 

2.  The  term  "dl^iatchlng  system”  as  used 
in  the  proposed  finding  means  the  PJM. 


3.  The  gross  capacity,  as  of  September  1970, 
of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants  was 
44,643  MW.  (See  line  7,  attachment  1) 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  period  in 
which  Philadelphia  Electric  would  imple¬ 


ment  a  Prohibition  Order  wUl  result  in  the 
gross  capacity  indicated  on  line  3  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  because  of  the  following  changes  in 
the  dispatching  system  listed  in  Table  1: 


Tabi.e  J 


PowiTplant  drsignstlon  -  Fuel  Ty|M  of  change  Capacity  change  Eflwtlve  date 

(megawatt) 


Salem  1 . . 

. .  Nuclear . 

. OU . 

- Add . 

. Add . 

. Add . 

. Coal . 

Crawford  4 . . . 

. do . 

. do . 

Uould  St.  1 . 

. OU . 

Uould  St.  2 . 

--  OH  _ 

Easton  21 . . 

. OU . 

. Add . 

OU . 

. Add . 

Easton  3 . 

. OU . 

Gilbert  8 . 

. OU . 

. Add . 

Homer  City  3. _ _ 

. Coal . 

. Add . 

Thr<«  Mile  Island  2. . 

_ Nuclear _ 

. Add . . 

Crawford  1 . . . Oil . .  ^tii^. 

Crawford  2 . Oil . . . . . do.. 


. Add... 

Indian  River  4 . 

. Coal . 

. Add... 

. OU . 

_  Add  . 

. OU . 

.  .  Add 

.  Add 

Easton  4. . . 

. OU . 

Westport  1 . 

. OU . 

. . . .do. 

. OU . 

Westport  14 _ 

. OU . 

Brandon  Shores  2 . 

. OU . 

. Add... 

•i-1,080  December  197tJ. 
-faso  January  1977. 
+«00  March  1977. 

-«2  Do. 

-6  Do. 

-.33  April  1977. 

-33  Do. 

+A  26  May  1977. 
+6.25  Do. 

-.7  Do. 

+130  Do 

+698  October  1977. 
+027  May  1978. 

—88  Jane  1978. 

-33  Do. 

+1,115  May  1979. 
+446.5  Do. 

+610  February  1980. 
+601  May  1980. 

+1, 050  November  1980. 
-.7  May  1981. 

—26  January  1982. 
-20  Do. 

-20  Do. 

+610  February  1982. 


+9ttl4 

-245 

+8789 

/ 


'I'otals;  1982  Spring  load  period; 

Added . . . . 

Kelired _ _ _ _ _ 

Net  change . . 

Note.— See  line  2  attachment  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  in  Table  l,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  information  available 
to  PEA  and  the  Pederal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-2  dated  October  29,  1976)  at 
the  time  this  NOI  is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  indicated  date,  but  has  determined  that 
in  such  event,  with  minor  modifications  to 
the  projected  schedule  of  changes  contained 
in  Table  1,  gross  capacity  in  the  dispatching 
8]rstem  would  not  be  significcmtly  affected 
during  the  period  required  for  conversion  of 
Cromby  2.  PEA  assumes  outages  for  conver¬ 
sion  at  those  times  that  are  optimally  suited, 
in  terms  of  forecast  peak  load  periods,  to 
maintain  reliability  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  A  forecasts  of  peak  the  load  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  in 
which  Cromby  2  would  Implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  is  as  indicated  on  line  8  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

2.  The  forecast  peak  load  has  been  com¬ 
pared  with  the  load  peak  in  a  previous  simi¬ 
lar  period.  The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate 
for  these  forecasts  is  6  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system,  l.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plants  implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  period  in  which 
Cromby  2  may  be  implementing  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order,  nuty  result  in  some  loss  of  capac¬ 
ity  which  is  expected  to  be  as.  Indicated  on 
line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  2  months  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  required  for  the  powerplant  to 
make  modifications,  installations,  or  other 
phjrsical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Older  should  it  become  effective.  The 
powerplant  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing 
and  adjustment  fc^owlng  such  modifica¬ 
tions.  This  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed 
30  days.  To  take  advantage  oC  the  maxlmxim 
reserve  capacity,  the  projected  outage  is 
most  likely  to  occur  during  1982.  The  po¬ 


tential  loss  of  capacity  from  an  outage  of 
Cromby  2  would  be  approximately  220  MW, 
(line  7,  attachment  1)  which  is  Included  in 
the  total  outages  indicated  on  line  6  of 
attachment  1.  The  assumed  conversion  pe¬ 
riod  specified  on  attachment  1  is  shown  for 
the  purpose  of  illustration  only. 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line 
4  of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  6  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  implementing  Prohibition 
Orders.  Maximum  projected  outages  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  as  indicated  on  line  6  of  attach¬ 
ment  1,  thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity 
and  resulting  in  a  net  dependable  capacity 
for  the  dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  for 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

2.  C!ompating  the  net  dependable  capacity 
to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  indicates  that  the  reserve 
capacity  shown  on  line  10  of  attachment  1 
would  exist  for  the  dispatching  system. 

3.  Comparison  of  this  reserve  capacity  to 
the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8  of  at¬ 
tachment  1  results  in  a  reserve  margin  as 
indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as  con¬ 
trasted  with  a  reserve  margin  as  indicated  on 
line  12  of  attachment  1  if  no  units  were  re¬ 
moved  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders) . 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  consid¬ 
ers  this  to  be  an  acceptable  reserve  margin 
taking  into  consideration  the  geographical 
location  of  Cromby  2. 

6.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion, 
there  will  be  a  net  6.4  MW  derating  of  Cromby 
2  as  a  result  of  using  coal  as  its  primary 
energy  source. 

8.  Existing  transmission  system  intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  9,260 
MW  into  the  dispatching  system.  This  ca- 
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pacity  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

K.  Concluaion.  If  dispatching  system  con* 
dltlons,  including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Cromby  3,  are  as  presently  forecast  during 
the  time  required  to  Implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  by  Cromby  2  there  will  be  no  Im¬ 
pairment  of  reliability  of  service  within  the 
meaning  of  ESECA  In  the  area'  served  by 
Philadelphia  Electric  or  In  the  dispatching 
system  as  a  result  of  the  Order. 

Attachmsnt  1 

PJM  Rkuabiutt  Data  Csombt 

ASSUMKD  CONVKK8ION  PKSIOD  MASCH  1  TO 
JUm  30,  1083 

Megavoat 

capacity 


I.  Oross  capacity  of  PJM  as  of  Sep¬ 

tember  1.  1976 .  44.  S4S 

9.  Added  capacity _  8,789 

8.  Oross  capacity _ S3, 332 

4.  Scheduled,  outages  for  mainte¬ 
nance  _ 10, 132 

8.  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibi¬ 
tion  orders _  468 

t.  Maximum  projected  outages,  due 
to  maintenance  and  prohibition 

orders  (line  4  and  line  6) _ 10, 600 

T.  Unit  outage _  320 

8.  Peak  load  spring  1982 _  33, 923 

0.  Net  dependable  capacity _  43,732 

10.  Reserve  capacity _  9,809 

II.  Reserve  margin  percent  (mainte¬ 

nance  and  prohibition 

orders)  _  29. 79 

13.  Reserve  margin  percent  (mainte¬ 
nance  only) _  31.32 
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